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Rev. and very Dear Sir : 

I dedicate this humble, but, I trust, useful pamphlet, to a man so 
eminently distinguished as you are, without any wish to make you 
responsible for the statements and views which it contains. I only 
desire to express the admiration which I feel, in common with 
all who know you, on account of your many noble and amiable 
virtues ; your powerful, impressive, commanding eloquence ; and 
your constant and untiring zeal to disseminate just views of God, 
of man, of moral duty, and of "ftiture LaBplUess.'^rJ wish also to 
declare, in this public mantier;ihe-fericere aft^ infcense affection 
which I cherish towards you, titnd jauet q)flthiue to cheri;5h 
throughout life, for the blessings which* t "derived, as an inquirer 
after truth, from my attendance qiJ*;^? nimbjrj:^ and for many 
other valuable favours which 1 haVfe ' ^nce" rdcdved, however 
undeservedly, at your hands. If God should continue my ex- 
istence, and give me success in the advocacy of truth and virtue, 
it will be my happiness to acknowledge in what school I have 
been taught ; and always to make mention of your name in 
terms of the highest veneration, esteem, and gratitude. 
I have the honour to be, 

Rev. and very Dear Sir, 

V Your affectionate friend, 

And most obedient faithful servant, 

JAMES FORREST, 
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PREFACE TO THE AMERICAN EDITION. 

The present is intended as a faithful reprint from the original 
edition pf the author published at Glasgow in 1836. His itali- 
cizing and capitalizing have been retained, nor has any inten- 
tional alteration been made; save one or two corrections of a 
reference, the addition of a note to the Table of Creeds, and the 
substitution in some places of asterisks * * * to denote an omis- 
sion instead of a dash — which the author used for that purpose 
in the Greek or Latin, and which he omitted sometimes in the 
English. This process of substitution, after being commenced, 
was discontinued, for the means were npt always at hand to ver- 
ify by personal inspection that a dash was intended to denote an 
omission, and without such verification the writer of these lines 
did not wish the responsibility of altering it. Had he originated 
the work, its plan would have been purely historical, omitting 
what belongs to exposition of (he. ]^ow Testament, and both in 
plan and execution if woul^"%iave.di&red.frT)m the present one. 
He is unacquainted, howeve^jnyUh sipy-work of the same, or of 
a much larger compass, thatctijitains anp equal amount of reliable 
information, or which wojdthgiye/^'fiqH^Uy correct general im- 
pression, touching the history <^ the inain subject* treated. An 
expression on p. 23. might awaken suspicion that the author's 
heart was so far enlisted in the object for which he wrote as to 
endanger historical impartiality. My own examinations have 
been sufficient to convince me that he is historically fair. 

The expression "mock-quotation" as applied in the Table con- 
cerning the Jewish Christians (opposite p. 97.) to an erroneous 
citation,— of a nature not unusual when quotations were chiefly 
from memory, — seems exceptionable in tone, but justice to an 
author requires that his words should not be altered or omitted 
save in cases to which the present does not belong. 



♦ The view eoucerning the Gnostics presented p, 76, sqq. is unessential to 
the HISTORICAL part of the work. Notwithstanding the opinions of sndi 
men as Michaclis and Mosheim, it is more than questionable whether any 
persons existed in the Apostolic age who could pror>erly be called Gnostics. 
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PREFACE. 

As circumstances prevented the proofreader at times from a 
final inspection of the sheets before printing, some errors will 
be found in the Greek which might otherwise have been avoid- 
ed. Those on p. 35. require this apology. 

F. H. 
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CHAPT2R I. 

Of the three Creeds of the Church of England, viz., the Apoi* 
ties* Creed, the Nicene Creeds and the Athanasian Creed, as 
the proof of a gradual change of opinion from Uhitarianism 
to Trinitarianism, in the early centuries of the Church. 

Protestants do not doubt, that many doctrines and practices 
of the Roman Catholic church, having no authority from Scrip- 
ture, must have crept into existence, at times, subsequent to the 
Apostolic age. I believe that the doctrine of a Trinity of per- 
sons in the Godhead, and that of a union of two natures in Jesus 
Christ, had a similar origin. I think that they formed no part 
of primitive Christianity, but were slowly, and step after step, 
introduced among its principles, during the second, third, and 
succeeding centuries. It is proposed in these pages to produce 
the evidence which supports this opinion. My design will be 
to show at what times, and under what circumstances, Trinita- 
rian notions were first held, how they gradually spread, what 
resistance they encountered, the ground on which they were de- 
fended, and the causes of their conception. 

A review of the three Creeds of the churches of Rome and 
England will form an introduction to this subject; tor they dis- 
tinctly indicate a gradual change of opinion from the simplicity 
of the gospel to the complex system of Trinitarianism. The 
first Creed is Unitarian; the second is partly so; the third and 
last contains Tnnitarianism in its boldest and most complicated 
state. As two of these Greeds were originally drawn up to be 
public Confessions, and as the third, though at first it was pri- 
vate, was afterwards made common, they are worthy on this ac- 
count, to be attentively considered. In this chapter I intend to 
explain them in the order in which they stand. 

n 
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I. The Creed, bearing the name of the Apo8tles\ was gen- 
erally thought, from the fourth century downwards, for many 
hundred yeai's, to' have been composed by the twelve chosen fol- 
lowers of our Saviour.* But for several reasons this opinion 
has been abandoned. Still, however, the great antiquity of the 
Creed cannot reasonably be doubted, or that it is a work of 
nearly apostolical importanccf Irenaeus, one of the disciples, 
second in succession after John, has been justly thought to re- 
fer to it when he speaks of that Faith, or Eule of Truth, which 
the cliurches, though scattered over the earth, had received, and 
into which all believers were baptized, on acknowledging Chris- 
tianity.J The copy, indeed, which this father has quoted, dif- 
fers considerably from that now generally known. But this 
has been explained by supposing that Ireneeus did not so much 
intend to give the form itself as a commentary on it, since in 
another part of his writings we find a different version of it, or 
rather a different commentary on the same Creed.§ 

It appears that this form of faith was not at first committed 
to paper, but was used orally in the churches before baptism. || 
In consequence of this, it is probable that it varied, in different 
places, in words, though not in substance, and that some addi- 
tions also have been made to it since its first employment.lT Af- 
terwards, when copies in writing had been taken of it, they 
were read before congregations as a part of the public wor- 
ship.** 

With these provisions, we may admit, I think, this Creed as 
a monument, in some measure, of the faith of the first era of 
Christianity. 



♦ King's History of the Apostles' Creed, 4th ed., p. 25. 

t Ibid. p. 30. Bingham's Antiq. of the Christian Church, vol. iv. p. 82. 

X Irenseas, lib. i. c. 2. p. 45. Apud Dr. Priestley's History of Early Opin- 
ions concerning Christ, vol. i. pp. 306, 307 ; see also Bingham's Antiquities^ 
vol iv. p. S4. 

§ Dr. Priestley's Hist, of Early Opinions, vol. i. pp. 305, 308. 

II King's History of the Creed, p. 32. 

IT Bingham's Antiquities, vol iv. pp. 75, 82. 

** King's History, p. 43. 
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• Th© Christian system," says Dr. Mosheim, " as it was hith- 
erto taught, ( referring to the primitive age,) preserved its na- 
tive and beautiful simplicity, and was comprehended in a small 
number of articles. The public teachers inculcated no other 
doctrines than those that are contained in what is commonly 
called the Apostles' Creed; and in the method of illustrating 
them, all vain subtleties, all mysterious researches, everything 
that was beyond the reach of common capacities, were carefully 
avoided. This will by no means appear surprising to those who 
consider, that, at this time, there was not the least controversy 
about those capital doctrines of Christianity which were after- 
wards so keenly debated in the church ; and who reflect, that tht 
bishops of those primitive times were, for the most part, plain 
and illiterate men, remarkable rather for their piety and zeal 
than for their learning and eloquence."* 

What, then, are the doctrines of the Apostles' Creed ? Art 
we recommended by it to believe in a three-one God, God the 
Father, God the Son, ahd God the Holy Ghost? No: but in 
G^d the Father only: ^I believe in God the Father Almigh- 
ty, Maker of heaven and earthJ What are we to acknowledge 
concerning Christ? that he was co-eternal with the Father? co* 
equal with him ? like him. Almighty, and the Maker of heaven 
and earth? No: but we are instructed to believe Hn Jesus 
Cfknst, his only Son, our Lord, who was conceived by the holy 
ghost (spirit,) born of the Virgin Mary, suffered under Pontius 
Pilate, was crucified, dead, and buried, he descended into hell' 
(the grave,) the third day he arose again from the dead, he as* 
cended into heaven, and sitteth at the right hand of God, thr 
Father Almighty, from whence he shall come to judge th^, 
quick and the dead.' Are we taught in this Creed the divinity ; 
of the Holy Ghost? No; for this portion of the Trinity is not 
even mentioned as a person, but only as a thing, being classed 
with a number of other things at the end of the Creed : */ be-^ 
lieve in the holy ghost (spirit j) the holy catholic (general) church^ 
the communion of saints, the forgiveness of sins, the resurrection! 
of the body, and the life everlasting. Amen' 

• Dr. MoiheimVEcQlesiastical Histoiy, vol. I p. 1891 
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This form of faith i« entirely silent about a Trinity in nnity, 
•a incarnate deity, a union of opposite natures in Christ, or any 
of those phrasee and doctrines of Trinitarian divinity so eommoa 
and so fashionable in after times. It can only be regarded at 
an Unitarian compilation, th^ work of an Unitarian age, when 
men were yet ignorant of the mysteries and subtleties which 
afterwards appeared.* 

11. It was soon found, when the leaders "of the church began 
to advance towards Trinitarianism, that the Apostles' Creed was 
insufficient to express the new opinions which began to be enter- 
tained. Other forms, therefore, were afterwards drawn up, as 
more aptly expressive of the growing sentiments of the times. 
And though all of these were, ostensibly, only explanationsf of 
the Symbol (as the Apostles' Creed was distinctively called),{ 

*The Unitarianism of the Apostles' Creed has sometimes been admitted 
and lamented by Trinitarians. The following enrions specimen is giren by 
Mr. Lindsey, in his "Apology for resigning the vicarage of Catterick in 
Yorkshire." It forms part of the angry criticism which some English and 
Spanish Jesuits passed apon this Creed, and is translated from a Latin 
work by Alphonsus de Vargas, a Spaniard, "i hdieve in the Holy Ghost* 
This proposition is put with a bad design, and is deservedly suspected for 
its affected brevity ; for it craftily passes over in silence the divinity of tho 
Holy Ghost, and his proceeding from the Father and the Son. Moreover, it 
smells grievously of Anan heresy, covertly favours the schisms of the Greeks, 
and destroys the undivided Trinity. And the whole of this exposition of 
the divine and undivided Trinity, contained in these eight articles, [viz. tho 
Apostles' Creed so divided.) is defective and dangerous ; for it takes tho 
faithful off from the worship and reverence undividedly and inseparably to 
be paid to the three Divine persons ; and under a pretence of brevity, and 
making no unnecessary enlargement, it cunningly overthrows the whole 
mystery of the Trinity, whereof the perfect and explicit belief is an indis- 
pensable condition of salvation So that this whole doctrine [viz. the Apos* 
ties' Creed], can hardly be looked upon as any other than a cheat, because 
it maketh no mention of the divinity of the Son, or Holy Ghost, or their 
eternity, but even intimates the contrary concerning the Son, in the third 
article, viz. wfio vxis conceived of the Holy Ghost ^ bom of the Viryin Mary J* 
Lindsey's Apology, 4th edition, pp. 123—126. 

t Judgement of the Fathers, p. 21, in vol* iii. of oldUxutaxi^n tracts, A. D, 
1695. 

I King's History, p. 6. Bingham's Antiqnitaes, tdI. ir. p» M. 
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,wo know from history, that much less importance wa3 attached 
to it than to them, they only being thought, as they succossiyely 
appeared, to be adequate representations of theology. The chief 
of these instruments in the fourth century was the Creed now 
known as the Nicene ; so called because the greater part of it 
was drawn up by a general council held at Nice, in Bithynia' 
A. D. 325,* The part of it which explains the divinity of the 
Holy Ghost was added by a general council, held at Constant!* 
nople, A. D. 381, f with the exception of the clause ^and the son* 
which the Latin church affixed to it in the ninth century. % This 
last clause the Greek church never adopted : she separated from 
the Latin communion, among other reasons, on account of it, de* 
QOuncing its inventers and supporters as heretics. § 

The Nicene Creed is semi-Trinitarian. It retains in part the 
spirit of Unitarianism ; but in part it approaches the complex 
Athanasian system. Its first article is an expressive testimony 
to the supremacy of the Father; ^I believe in One God, the 
Father Almighty, Maker of heaven^ and earth, and of aU 
things visible and invisible. Yet immediately after, the divine 
claims of another being are asserted, though not in such a way 
as to imply equality with the One God, the Father, just descri- 
bed : ^and in one Lord Jesus Christy the only begotten Son of 
God; begotten of his Father before all worlds ; God of {or from) 
Goj> ; Light of (or from) Light; Very Godof(orJrom)YY,B.Y 
God.* That is to say, we are recommended by this Creed to 
believe, after God the Father Almighty, in our Savior Jesus 
Christ, who was God also in a secondary sense, as deriving his 
birth in a peculiar manner from the Father, being God by der^ 
ivation from His substance, and light by participation of His 
light. Still, in these expressions, equality, on the part of Christ, 
with the Supreme Deity is not declared, either as to power or 
glory. On the contrary, such phrases indicate the decided in* 



* Mosheim. Hcc. Hist. vol. i. p. 414. Dr Jortin's Remarks on Ecc. Hist 
^L ii. p. 66. 

t Mosheim, vol i. p. 426. X Jortin, vol. iii. p. 62. 

4 Priestley's General Church History, rol. ix of Us works, pp. US, 3 70f 
444—448. Mosheim, Tol. ii. pp. 353, 354. 
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feriority of the Son of God to his Father, and his entire depan*; 
dence on Him, as on the self-existent Deitj, the great first cause- . 
of all things. 

But perhaps it may be thought, that equality was meant to be 
included in the phrase, ^ofone substance with the Father J To 
this I answer, that many acute reasoners have otherwise under-^ • 
stood this expression ; allowing, indeed, that it implied a parity. . 
oinaturey but not the possession, to the full extent, of the attrih".. 
utes of Deity. It has been frequently admitted, that the mem- 
bers of the Nicene council, in making use of this phrase, just- 
signified their belief that Christ partook of the substance or nor, 
ture of his Father, as any child partakes of the substance or na. 
ture of his parents.* But do sons in general, because they parr 
take of the substance of their fathers, possess, in consequence the 
same stature, amount of health, degree of understanding, man- 
ners, and condition? If not, in what way is it certain that the-, 
members of the Nicene council thought that Christ, as a son, of • 
the same substance with God was therefore placed on a perfect. 
equality with Him ? That they held a contrary opinion would . 
be manifest from an examination of their writings. 

A profound silence was maintained in the council of Nice con- 
cerning the divinity of the Holy Spirit ; which probably arose 
from this circumstance, that the church was not then prepared,, 
or even a considerable party in it, to decide vfhsit precise dignity 
this third person was entitled to. The Spirit, indeed, not long 
after the Son, had been mentioned by theologians as a divine 
person, making part of a Trinity. But a considerable variety of 
opinion seems to have been entertained on this subject, and cer- . 
tainly less importance was attached for a long time to the Spirit 
than to Christ. Afterwards, when the ecclesiastical authorities 
became more bold, they added at Constantinople (A. D. 381.) 
the clause which we find in the present copy of the Creed, char- 
acterizing the Holy Ghost as Hhe Lord and Giver of life ; who 
proceedeth from the Father; who with the Father and Son to* 



♦Jortin, vol. ii. pp. 55, 56. Ben Mordecai's Apology (bj the E«t. H. 
Taylor, vicar of Portsmouth), letter I. p. 82, &c. 
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gether is worshipped and glorified ; who spake hy the prophets,* 
The Nicene Creed has sometimes been called Arlan, eren 
though expressly written in opposition to Arius at the instiga- 
tion of Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, prompted by his secre- 
tary, the celebrated Athanasius.* Yet this impropriety of lan- 
guage may be excused, if we consider how little the Nicene 
Creed differs from the opinions which Arius entertained. In 
truth, Arius and his opponent Athanasius had not much reason 
to quarrel, for their tenets were not so at variance as is common- 
ly supposed. Both had departed far enough from primitive 
simplicity of doctrine. Both, at the same time, were yet at a 
considerable distance from Trinitarianism in its finished state* 
What was the subject of contention between them? Arius and 
Athanasius agreed that Christ was a powerful Divine Being, to 
'whom the honours and title of God were, in some sense, due ; 
but they disputed about the manner in which the Being came 
into life. It was thought by Arius that Christ was produced 
out of nothing, by creation ;t while Athanasius maintained that 
he sprang from the substance of God, by some kind of generation,X 
though not so as to imply (as indeed how could it?) equality 
with God. And on this nice question, so practically unimpor- 
, tant, the body of the Christian church, in the fourth century, di- 
vided itself into two great parties, opposing, denouncing, and re- 
jecting each other. Nor was it certain at first which party 
would prevail, so keen was the contest, and so numerous and ob- 
stinate were the adherents on both sides. The council of Nice 
drew up the creed which we have been considering, in favour 
of Athanasius, in A. D. 325 ; on which occasion Arius was con- 
demned, and banished into IllyTicum.§ But ten years after- 
wards (A. D. 335), the fugitive was recalled, and admitted into 
communion by a council at Jerusalem, which agreed to accept 



♦Mosheim, vol. i. pp. 413, 414. Priestley's Gen. Ch. Hist Works, vol. iii 
pp. 297—800. 

tPriesUey's Hist of Early Opinions, vol. ir. p. 193, ct seq. 

Ilbid. p. 211, etseq. 
. IMosheim, vol. L p. 414. Priestley, vol. viii. p. S06. 
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flit confession of faitb as satisfactorj.* On the other hand^ 
▲thanasius also was severely scrutinized by several ecclesiastic 
cal adsemblies.f He was five times expelled from his episcopal 
throne at Alexandria ; twenty years he passed as an exile or a 
fugitive ;X and his doctrine fluctuated between honour and dis-> 
grace, just as his party or that of Arius prevailed.§ Victory 
at length decided for the adherents of Athanasius, towards the 
end of the fourth, and the beginning of the fifth centuries. And 
in consequence of this triumph, and because the doctrine of the 
conqueror was a step nearer than that of his opponent to Trini- 
tarianism as afterwards prevalent, the unfortunate Arlus has 
been abandoned by posterity to the despised fate of an heretic, 
while honours have been heaped in succession upon Athanasius, 
and his name has been recorded among those of the choicest 
champions of orthodoxy, as well as of the most holy and revered 
saints of both eastern and western churches. 

III. One remarkable consequence arose, in the sixth century, 
from the renown thus obtained by Athanasius. The compila- 
tion of the third, or Trinitarian Creed, at that time new to the 
world, was imputed to him, as to by far the most celebrated of 
the Nicene fathers. It was doubtless expected that this singu* 
lar composition, by being published as the work of so eminent a 
theologian, would acquire an influence, which otherwise, from its 
unreasonableness, it was ill calculated to secure ; and we know 
that this expectation has been realized. It would be superfluous 
in me to prove that Athanasius was not the author of the Creed 
which passes current in his name, since its genuineness has been 
abandoned by the ablest historians and divines. '^I say called 
the Athanasian Creed," writes Dr. Lardner, *for it is now gen- 
erally allowed by learned men, that it is not the work of the eel- 

♦Priestley, vol. viii. p. 309. 

tibid. pp. 308, 337, &c. Jortin, vol. ii. pp. 43—45. 

{Gibbon's History of the Declme and Fall of the Boman Empire, vol. iu. 

p. 354, et scq. 
V'ln the fourth century,'* says Dr. Jortin, "were held thirteen coandlf 

against Arias, fifteen for him, and seventeen for the semi-Arians, in all finty- 

y-fiva,* vol • il p. ea 

t 
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i?brated Athanasius, bishop of Alexandria, who flourished in the 
fourth century, but of some other person long after his time 
Nor is it certainly known by whom it was composed."* Dr. 
Waterland conjectured that it was written by Hilary, bishop of 
Aries in France, for the use of the Gallican clergy :t but it is 
much more likely that it was the work of Vigjlius of Tapsa, who 
flourished between the middle and the end of the fifth century^ 
and who was known to be the fabricator of various writings, 
which he published as the works of Athanasius.J But whoever 
was its author, it was not much known tiU towards the end of 
the sixth century, when it began to be commented on by its ad- 
mirers. § Several centuries afterwards, it was successively in- 
troduced into France, Spain, Germany, Italy, and England, 
where it still forms part of the public worship. But it has been 
disputed whether it was ever received among the Greek 
churches.|| 

This Creed, it will be allowed, is a perfect specimen of Trini- 
tarian doctrine. I will add, that it is a fit representation of a 
system of faith, which was completed in a dark period of the 
church, when Christianity had been corrupted and obscured 
through ignorance and superstition. This Creed instructs us 
to worship *One God in Trinity, and Trinity in Unity, 
neither confounding the persons, nor dividing the substance.' It 
informs us that Hhere is one person of the Father, another of the 
Son, and another of the Holy Ghost, hui that Hhe Godhead of 
the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, is aU one, the glo- 
ry equal, the majesty co-eternaV It declares that Hhe Father is 
Almighty, the Son Almighty, and the Holy Ghost Almighty, and 
yef that Hhey are not three Almighties, hut one Almighty /' that 
Hhe Father is eternal, the Son eteimal, and the Holy Ghost eter- 
nal, and yef that Hhey are not three eternals, hut one eternal ;* 
that Hhe Father is God, the Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is 

*Dr. Lardner*8 Works, Ed. 1815, vol. v. p. 310. 
tEncyclopsedia Britannica, Art Athanasian Creed. 
iBingham's Antiquities, YoL iv, p. 119. Jortin, vol. ii. 437. Dr. Cave's 
Historia Literaria Script. Ecc. p. 146. 
4Ency. Brit. Art. Athanasian Creed. 
Ijlbid. 

(.- 
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God, and ye^ that Hhey are not three Gods, but one God.* Nor 
is this all : for with remarkable ingenuity it states the following 
distinctions : that Hhe Father is made oj none, neither created j 
NOR begotten;* that Hhe !Son is 0} the Father alone, not inade^ 
nor created, but begotten /' and that Hhe Holy Ghost is of the 
Father and the Son, neither made, nor created, nor begotten, but 
proceeding:* to accord with (contradict?) which doctrine, it 
is next declared that 'none of the persons* in this Trinity, Hs 
AFORE or A.FTER Other,* that 'none is greater or less than anoth- 
er, but* that 'in all things, as is aforesaid, the unity in Trinity, 
and Trinity in unity is to be worshipped.* To sum up the whole, 
the Creed gravely warns us, that 'he that will be saved 
must THUS THINK of the Trinity,' and that 'except every one 
keep the same whole and undejiled, without doubt he shall 

PERISH everlastingly.' 

I shall briefly mention the final steps which were taken to 
bring the doctrine of the Trinity to this perfect state. I have 
already explained what the members of the Nicene council un- 
derstood by the expression, 'of one substance with the Father^ 
which they applied to Christ. It was their object by it to de- 
clare, that our Lord derived his substance or nature from the 
substance or nature of the Supreme Deity, without its being sup- 
posed that, on this account, he should be considered as on com- 
plete equality with Him. In process of time, however, the 
phrase 'of one substance^ &c., underwent an important alter- 
ation. In the course of half a century or more, it was inter- 
preted to signify, that Christ and the Holy Ghost (to whom also 
it was applied,) were, without reserve, equal in power and glory 
to the Father Almighty ;* a conclusion which was established 
in this way. It was contended, that in the substance of Grod 
were necessarily implied all the attributes of Deity in their in- 
finite fulness, and that it (the substance) could not be commu- 
nicated without also conferring the possession of those attributes 
in the same Julness, Whence it followed, as it was thought, 
supposing Christ and the Holy Ghost to have partaken of the 

* Ben Mordecai's Apology, Letter I. p. 33. 
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Divine substance, that they partook, in consequence, of all the 
properties of Divinity in a state of as great completeness as did 
the Supreme Father himself ; so that no distinction of rank or 
power could be supposed to exist between the persons of the 
Trinity. This was the doctrine of many able men, both among 
the Greeks and Latins, who labored to propagate their senti- 
ments with unwearied zeal and alacrity ; till, aided by popular 
ignorance, and supported by a considerable share of imperial pa- 
tronage, they succeeded in establishing the doctrine of a proper 
equality among the persons of the Trinity. 

Still the system of the Trinity was not quite completed, for 
nothing had hitherto been determined concerning the manner in 
which the second person was united to the man Jesus Christ. 
It appears indeed strange, that this part of Trinitarian ism, so 
important in modern times, should not have been explained till 
so late a period as the fifth century. Yet Dr. Mosheim informs 
us that this was the case ; that, up till that time, the connexion 
of Christ's natures was not even a subject of inquiry : and that 
the Christian doctors expressed themselves differently on it as 
they thought proper.* The first determination of the church, 
on this subject, was made by a council held at Ephesus, A. D. 
431 ;t which council was succeeded by another at Chalcedon, 
on the same matter, twenty years afterwards, (A. D. 451.) J, 
It was declared at these assemblies, and more fully at the latter, 
that Christ was one divine person, in whom two natures were 
most closely and intimately united, hut without being mixed or 
confounded togetJier.% 

In the first of these councils, Nestorius was condemned for 
teaching that Christ's natures were only connected, in sympathy 
and will, without any personal or hypostatic union. In the sec- 
ond council an opposite opinion, maintained by Eutyches, viz., 
that Christ had but one nature, a compound of divinity and hu- 
manity, was also censured as heretical. || 



♦ Mosheiin, vol. ii. p. 65. tibid. p. 68. 

X Ibid, ii. p. 77. h Ibid. pp. 69, 78. 

I) Ibid. See Century V. part ii. ch. v. in vol. ii. 
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But neither of these doctrines, though condemned, were van- 
quished by the ecclesiastical decrees. They were zealously sup- 
ported by multitudes of Christians, and struggled with ortho- 
doxy for a long time ; and, indeed, have continued to flourish 
till this day in many eastern churches.* 

I shall conclude this chapter with one observation. The 
council of Ephesus, which, with that of Chalcedon, completed 
Trinitarianism, decreed that the Virgin Mary should be receiv- 
ed and honoured as a supplement to the Trinity, under the title 
of Theotohos^ or Mother of God,1[ This was done, as it was 
alleged, as a necessary consequence of the doctrine of the hy- 
postatic union of two natures in Christ, which this council had 
determined. It was maintained that the divine nature of Christ 
was so closely connected with his humanity, even from the time 
of his conception, that Mary, in giving birth to him, was entitled 
to be called, not merely the mother of Christ, but the mother of 
God. All persons who held a contrary opinion were denounced 
as heretics by the prevailing party. 

Thus this council of Ephesus, which, with that of Chalcedon, 
completed Trinitarianism, did, by giving to Mary the profane 
title of Mother of God, pave the way for her future idolatrous 
worship, and in gome degree sanctioned the many servile invo- 
cations which ignorance and superstition have since addressed 
to her as the Queen of Heaven. 

But, indeed, superstition and idolatry had already commenced. 
As early as the fourth century the images of saints and martyrs 
were erected in the churches, and particular virtues were ascri- 
bed to their presence ; water was consecrated ; idle shows were 
multiplied; dust and earth from Palestine were sold as remedies 
against evil spirits ; celibacy was encouraged among the priests 
as giving superior sanctity ; and I know not what train of silly 
observances was begun, the result of ignorance, and of a crooked 
ecclesiastical policy.t 



♦Priestley, vol. viii. p. 553. Mosheim, vol. vi. p. 18. 
tPriestley's Works, voL v. p. 196. 
^Mosheim, vol. i. pp. 365, 366. 
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CHAPTER II. 

The same subject confirmed hy quotations from the works of 

the theological writers of antiquity. 

An examination of the works of the theologians who flourished 
in the early Christian centuries, will render still more evident 
the progressive change from Unitarianism to Trinitarianism, 
which has been traced, in some measure, in the preceding chap- 
ter. We shall find that the language employed by the writers 
of the age immediately succeeding that of the Apostles, is dis- 
tinctly such as might be expected from men who believed in 
One God, the Father, and who did not consider Jesus Christ to 
be more than a man. Then follow, in the works of the next 
age, viz., from the middle of the second century till about the 
end of the fourth, statements and reasonings, in great number 
and variety, representing Christ and the Holy Spirit as divine 
persons, but inferior to the Father. While in the works of the 
third period, which includes all the centuries after the fourth, 
the doctrine of a proper equality among the persons of the Trin- 
ity win be found to be a settled and leading article of theology. 
Without more preface, I shall undertake to produce passages 
from the works belonging to each of these periods, in illustra- 
tion of this view. 

I. FIRST, OK UNITARIAN PERIOD. 

Clement of Rome and Polycarp are the only two men on 
whose writings I can place reliance, in forming an opinion con- 
cerning the doctrine of the age immediately succeeding that of 
the Apostles ; for the genuineness of the Epistle of Barnabas 



22 

and that of the Shepherd of Hermas, have long been disputed 
by divines ; and to say the least of these productions it is exceed- 
ingly doubtful whether they were composed before the middle 
of the second century, and have a right to rank higher in au- 
thority than the works of that period. And regarding the epis- 
tles of Ignatius, though it is on all hands admitted, that they, 
were in the main, written by that father, yet they have been very 
much interpolated by those into whose hands they subsequently 
fell; so that it would be improper to employ them as evidence 
on a question of apostolical antiquity.* I proceed, therefore, to an 
examination of the testimonies of Clement and Poly carp ; pre- 
mising, that the dates annexed to the nanes of the several 
writers who are quoted in this chapter, are intended to denote 
at what times these men flourished, according to Dr. Lardner, 
in his Gredihility of the Gospel History. 

CLEMENT OF ROME, A. D. 96. 

" The writer," says Dr. Mosheim, " whose fame surpassed 
tliat of all others in this century, the Apostles excepted, was 
Clement, bishop of Rome."t He is generally thought to have 



*Mr. Wakefield (in his Enquiry into the Opinions of the Christian writers 
of the three first centuries, cd. 1824, pp. 227, 228, 231.) has given the follow- 
ing examples of interpolation of the epistles of Ignatius. (1.) *I glorify 
Jesus Christ {the God\ who has thus made you wise.' This is the reading of 
a passage in one set of Ignatius' epistles. But in another set (of the same 
epistles) we find : 'I glorify the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
who through htm has thus made you wise.' (2) ' Ye did well in receiving Philo 
&c.: who followed me unto the word of God, as ministers of Christ [a God] . 
But in another set we read : ' Ye did well in receiving Philo, &c., who fol- 
lowed me unto the word of God, who are ministers of Christ, as ministers 
of Christ.' (3) * That ye may prosper in all that ye do, in flesh and spirit 
in faith and love, [in the Son and the Father and the S/nrit^] in the beginning 
and in the end, with your most worthy bishop, and that well woven spiritual 
crown your presbytery, and the deacons according to God.' But in the other 
set the reading is : * that all things which you do may prosper, in flesh and 
spirit, in faith and love with your mo:^t worthy bishop, and the well woven 
and spiritual crown your presbytery, and the deacons according to God.' 

tMosheim, vol. i. p. 109. 
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been the person whom St. Paul mentions among his " fellow-la- 
borers, whose names are in the book of life," Phil. iv. 3. His 
epistle, from which I intend to quote some passages, was ad- 
dressed, in the name of the church of Home, to the church of 
Corinth, and was designed to put a stop to contentions and dis- 
turbances which had arisen in the latter body. '* Upon this oc- 
casion," says Dr. Lardner, " Clement recommends not only con- 
cord and harmony, but love in general, humility, and all the vir- 
tues of a good life, and divers of the great articles and principles 
of religion. The style is clear and simple. It is called by the 
ancients an excellent, an useful, a great, and admirable epistle." { 
I add with pleasure, that having carefully read it (in the copy 
which we now have), I find it to have been the composition of a 
believer in the strict unity of God, and (I doubt not) the simple 
humanity of Jesus Christ. It does not contain a sentence which 
ascribes Deity to our Saviour, or personality to the power or 
spirit of Grod. My readers will perceive, from the following 
quotations, that its language agrees very much with that of the 
New Testament, clearly distinguishing God from his Son and 
Servant, and leaving no room for the opinion, that the latter 
was more than a human being, chosen of, and approved by, the 
Almighty Father as the instrument of his will. Clement thus 
begins his epistle : 



The church of God, which 
sojourneth at Rome, to the 
church of God which sojourn- 
eth at Corinth, to the called, 
the sanctified by the will of 
God, through Jesus Christ our 
Lord, favour and peace be mul- 
tiplied unto you from the Al- 
mighty God, through Jesus 
Christ. 

Sect. 20. — All these things 



'H ixxXfidva, few 0£ov 37 ita^oixov 

xvpujv ^iii^v 'I^tfov Xp((ft'ov. Xapis 
vfJLW xa* iipipnj aito Haiftoxpwtopos 
0eov $ta 'li^tfov Xp»0f ov ftXfji^^eMj. 



jLardner's Credibility of the Gospel History, in works, vol. i. p. 2 89. 
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the great Cheator and Lord 
of the universe has ordained to 
be in peace and harmony; bles- 
sing all; but most abundantly 
us, "who have fled to His mer- 
cy, through our Lord Jesus 
Christ. 

Sect. 32. — We, then, who 
are called, by His will, in 
Jesus Chiist. 

Sect. 42. — The Apostles 
preached the gospel to us from 
the Lord Jesus Christ : Jesus 
Christ from God. Christ, 
therefore, was sent out by God ; 
and the apostles by Christ. 
Both these events were order- 
ed by the will of God. 

Sect. 4G. — Have we not 
One God, and one Christ ? Is 
there not one spirit of grace 
poured upon us, and one call- 
ing in Christ? 

Sect. 49. — On account of 
the love which he bore to us, 
Christ our Lord gave his blood 
for us,by the will of God. 

Sect. 50. — This blessedness 
is the lot ofthose who are chosen 
by God, through Jesus Christ, 
our Lord. 

Sect. 58. — The All-seeing 
God, the master of spirits, and 
the Lord of all flesh who hath 



prjvrj xav o/tofocqi ftpoas'taitv flvai, 
tvBpyBtoiv ta Ttavfay ' vjtepsxyttpicS'- 

'toii oixfipfAovi avt'ov, £ea f ov xvpc 

Ka( ^fisi>i ovv But, ^sXf^fjMto^ av- 
tov iv Xpt(T'f9 ^lijaov x%ijlnvfsi. 

Ol ajtoatoT^v rjfiiv ivrjYysXia^tS- 
a/v arto Hov xvptou 'Ijytfou XptOT'ov, 
*I^flroi>j o XpttfT'oj alio 'gov 0fov. 
£|£;t£/i^^ o Xptcrfoj ovv o.iio tov 
0£ov, xav ol artoO'to'KoL afio tov 
XpKT'T'ov' iysvovto ovv djii^ot'spa ev 
T'axT'ci); ix Its^fjfia/tos 0cov. 

*H ov%v eva ®£0v i%ofiBVy xao Ira 
'Kptd'fov] xac kv TtvsvfJLa fov xapifbi 
'to ixxv^sv £^* ^fJ^o-if xav fim x%.i^6t-i 

h XpKTT^; 

Ata 7'r^v ayariijv r^v idXEV ftpo6 
^fiaS) 'to alfjLO, avtov tBuiXBV vrCBfn 
tjIUjw 6 'Kpid'tos 6 xvpLOs ijfi<avj iv 

^BXflfJLa'tV &BOV' 

OvT'oj o fiaxapiOfios lyBVBto Bit% 

T'OVJ iXT^'KByflBVOVi V7iO tOV 0€OU, 

dta ^Ivicov 'XpLd'tov 'tov xvptov ^/icoi/. 

*0 TtOAf'tBftoji'tris 0«oj, xav ficffyto- 

'tfji 'toiv fivsvfia/tcinf xac xvpio$ ftad- 

rjs tTapxo$, 6 ix%,Biafitvoi 'top xvptor 
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tahosen our Lord Jesus Christ, 
and us through him. 

Sect. 59. — The favour of 
our Lord Jesus Christ be with 
you, and with all those who 
have been every where called 
by God, through him ("Jesus) : 
through whom (Jesus) to Him 
(God) be glory, honour, pow- 
er, and majesty, an everlasting 
throne, from eternity to eter^ 
nity. Amen.* 



Xpi(Tf ov /[ic^' vfunVf xat fist a HOAh- 
tiov rtawtaxij tav XBxXTjfisvuiv vno 
@£0v, xafr $»' o/^ov' d»' ov avtqi bo- 
|a, tifM], xpatosj xav fisyaXuKJvvTjf 
^pot/o$ alcivwif arto tutv (UuivoiVf eif 



POLYCARP, A. D. 108* 



This father had been the disciple of St. John» and was appoiu-. 
ted by him bishop of the church of Smyrna. From the opportu- 
nity which he had of conversing with some of the immediate fol- 
lowers of our Saviour, his testimony c(mcerning the faith of 
Christian antiquity should be esteemed of great value ; but as 
he wrote little, I can produce only a few passages illustrative of 
bis doctrine. They are taken from his epistle to the church of 
Philippi, the only work of his now remaining. It will be seen, 
that they are of the same nature with the quotations from Cle- 
ment, plainly distinguishing Jesus Christ from the God and 
Father, who selected him for his messenger. The epistle to the 
Philippians commences thus : 



Polycarp, and the elders, 
with him, to the church of God 
which sojoumeth at Philippi ; 
mercy and peace be multiplied 



Il(i9jvxapftOiy xav m aw avfqy 
ffp£ff]3vtcpofr, tjj ixj^t^iK^ tov 0£OV 

vfAWf xat> sipip^ Ttapa 0£ov rtoAfto" 



♦Photios a. zealous Trinitarian, after the coimcil of Nice^ censured the Epis- 
tle of Clement for three things, the last of which was, that, " speaking of our 
hi^h-priest and master, Jesus Christ, he did not make use of expressions suf- 
ficiently lofty and beroming a God, though he no where openly blasphemer 
him Priestley's Hist, of Opinions, vol. i. p. 97. 
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ttnto you from Gob Almighty 
and the Lord Jesus Christ our 
Saviour. 

Sect. 2.— Believing in Him, 
who raised our Lord Jesus 
Christ from the dead, and gave 
him glory, and a seat at His 
right hand. 

Sect. 3. — Hope following, love 
preceding, viz., love to God, to 
Christ, and to our neighbor. 
Sect. 5. — Likewise the dea- 
cons that they be blameless be- 
fore him in righteousness as 
the servants of God, and of 
Christ and not of men. 

We ought therefore, to ab- 
stain from all these (sins) and 
to be subject to the presbyters 
and deacons^ as to God and to 
Christ. 

Sect. 12.— The God and 
Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and the perpetual high- 
priest himself, the Son of God^ 
Christ Jesus, build you up in 
faith, and truth and in all meek- 
ness, &c, ; and grant ta you a 
lot and portion among his saints 
and to us with you, and to all 

who, under heaven, shall be- 
lieve in our Lord Jesus Christ, 
and in his Father, who raised 
him from the dead. 



acpafopoj, jeot xvptoir ^Ivj^ov Xpttffot 
I'ov tfwf j^poj ^fMov rOaj^^ntj. 

Ttvcfevtsawtsi «tj ifw iysipawfa 
'toy xvpiov ^fudv ^Ir^aow Xpiafov sx 
vBxp(avy xoA Bovta avf(ji B<iavy xm 
^povov ix is^uiv avfov. 

^7taxo%ov^cf7}i tfjs iXrttJo^, 
Ttpooyovtfj^j ffji dyartj; J, tfj^ si^ ©tor, 
xai Xptjfoi/, xat> «tj 'top ytXa^avov. ^ 
Ofioia^ St-axovoc afiifirL'tot, xatevto- 
Tiwv avtov tiji Bixavoswijif «j 0£ov 
xav "KpKftov ivaxovoCf xav ovx aif 

^pCdTtUiVj * # # * 

Aco $sov ajtsxsa^fu ajto Havtatr 

Pvtepov^ xat> ^mxoi/ot^y u>; Os^ xck 

Xpt,(ff<p, 

Deus *autem et Pater Dom- 
ini nostri Jesu Christi ; et ipse 
sempiternus Pontifex, Dei Fil- 
ius, Jesus Christus, asdificet vob 
in fide et veritate, et in omni 
mansuetudine, &c.; et det vo- 
bis sortem et partem inter 
sanctos suos, et nobis vobiscum, 
et omnibus qui sunt sub coelo, 

qui credituri sunt in Dominum 
nostrum, Jesum Christum, et 
in ipsius Patrem qui resusci- 
tavit eum a mortnis. 



*This quotation is from the Latin version, the Greek copy beings wanting 
towards the end. 
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II. 8EC0KD, OB SEMI TRINITARIAN PERIOD. 

Most of the quotations which I shall produce under this heady 
1 first found in Dr. Priestley'y History of Early Opinions con- 
cerning Christ ; and it was my wish, on seeing them, to have 
procured the original writings from which they had been taken, 
with a view to revising the passages for confirmation or correc- 
tion. But having again met with them, and with several more 
in Dr. Samuel Clarke's Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity^ I 
was sufficiently convinced, after a careful comparison, that they 
were accurate transcriptions, precluding the necessity of immedi- 
ate revisal. They are here brought forward to show what were 
the opinions of the fathers of the latter part of the second cen- 
tury, and of the whole of the third century, and of the beginning 
of the fourth, concerning God and Christ. It will appear from 
them that our Saviour was believed, in those ages, to have ex- 
isted before his incarnation, and that he was esteemed a divine 
being, or deity ; but inferior to God the Father, as is confessed 
in the most unambiguous manner. Similarly, other passages 
might be added concerning the Holy Spirit,* showing him also 
to have been reckoned below the Father, and sometimes below 
the Son.f But I think it proper, on account of the greater im- 
portance that has been attached to the Son in all ages, since his 
deification, to confine attention at present to him. 

JUSTIN MARTYR, A. D. 140. 

He was a native of Palestine, originally a heathen philosopher 
and converted to Christianity about the year 133. His principle 
works are two Apologies for the Christians, anft a Dialogue with 
Trypho, a Jew. After a life of great piety and virtue, he suf- 
fered martyrdom. According to Mr. LindseyJ and Dr. Priestley,§ 

*■■ ■ ■ I ■ I ■ 1 ■■ I ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ »i ■ —— ■ ■■ ■■ ■■■I.... ■■■ ^. ». — ■■■■»-■■ ■ ■ I - 1 — . — .-^.^-..^ 

*In one of the passages from Origen, notice is taken of the Spirit ahng with 
the Son. 

tDr. Priestley's Hist, of Opinions, vol. ii^ pp. 270, et seq. 

{Second Address to the Youth of both Universities, Introduc. p. xx. and 
p. 150. 

4Hist. of Corruptions of Chiistianity in Works, vol. v. p. 37. Early Opir- 
ionSt vol. ii. p. 53, 
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lie i» the eai'liest author in whose writings any trace of the doc- 
trine of Christ's deity is to be found. It was his opinion that 
Christ was a Grod, inferior to the Father, and that he appeared 
as such, on earth, several times before his incarnation. 

He says : Neither Abraham, Ovt** ow 'AjSpaa/*, o^te 'Itfoaap, 

nor Isaac, nor Jacob, nor any o^t'e •Io*«0, o>b^s dwios w^tatuav 

man ever saw the Father, tl6s tw ftatspa xai o^ftfi'tw xvpMw 

and Ineffable Lord of all, ^u^ rcwfcw attxas, xav a/^ov too 

even of Christ himself; but Xp^atov, axxUxsi^^o, top xata p^ 
(they saw) him, who by his 
will was God, his Son, and an 
angel (or messenger), from his 
being subservient to his will. 



ov 



%7pf tip^ ixswov xa* ^eov dvta, vtov 
owf 01/, xa* ayys%otf ix tov yTtfipBtew 
ty yv(oiJVQ a/itov, dv xfu av^aytov 



who, at his pleasure, was made 7^vv7^^<m Sta^iyj ftap^spov j3€j3ov- 
a man from the virgin, who >^ta*y 6$ xtu Hvp Tiots yiyw6 tfj 



also, on one occasion, appeared 
in the form of fire, conver- 
sing with Moses, from the bush. 



fCpoi Mttcrsa ofuXiq, t'd oato tf^ 

Patov. 

DlaL cnin Trjrphonte, p. 411. 



Speaking of the God in heaven, and the God upon earth, viz. 
Christ, who conversed with Abraham and others, Justin Martyr 
says : 



The former is the Lord of 
that Lord who was upon earth, 
being his Father, and God 
the Cause of his existence, 
and of his being powerful, and 
Lord, and God. 



Oj [h tots ovpcbfot; vftapxcw] 
xai tov iTtb yiji xvpwv xvpws htWy 
^i ftatijp xac ®sos, aittoi te omDt'^ 
tov sivatf x(U bwat<jf>y x(u xvpupy 

Dial. p. 413. 



While this writer believed that Christ made all things in an 
inferior sense, there was a higher sense, in which the phrase. 
Maker of all things, was thought by him to be applicable to the 
Father only. 



I will endeavour to show, 
that he who appeared to Abra- 
ham, Jacob, and Moses, and 
who is called God in scripture 



6 ts tfji 'AjSpoofi, xtu ^9 'Iax«>]3; xa* 

tqt MtttfEfr ia^d<u Tisyofuvoif xat yc- 
ypafifisvoi ttsoij itspof iati tov to* 
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is different from the God who 
MADE ALL THING ; numencoUp 
different, but the same in wilL 
For I say, that he never did 
any thing but what that God, 

WHO MADE ALL THINGS, and 

above whom there is no Gop, 
willed that he should do and 
say. 

I will endeavour to convince 
you that there is another who 
is called Grod, and Lord, be- 
sides Him that made all 
THINGS, who is also called an 
angel (or messenger), from his 
delivering toman, whatever he 
who is the Maker of all 
THINGS, and above whom there 
is no other God, wills that he 
should deliver. 



Ttoffa ftonjaaAftoi ideov' dpt^/i9 ^* 
ya a9Jk* oi> tvj yvcuft/Q. ^OvSsv yap 

OAftov 6 'gov xo(jfiov Tlot/rjcfaij vrtsp ov 

a'M^i ovxlig'tv c^soif ^e^ovikijtai, x(u 

Ttpolac x(M 6iii%ij6ai. 

Dial. p. 252. 

'a %£y(a fttipaaofiab vfjLO^ ;t£ carat, 
vofjaavfas f aj ypa4)aj, ot't id to x(m 
Xsyetai ^£o; xav xvpco; If'cpo;, vTtsp 
tov Ttoiri'ti^v toiv oXwv, 6j X(U oyyf- 
Xo; xaXtttaOf dia to ayyeXctv tot>s 
av^pci/toi^ oaajtsp /SovXst'ac owtovf 
ayycXaC' 6 tiav oXuw ftoi/r^tfjiy vTisp 

Dial. p. 249. 



IREN^US, A. D. 178. 

This father was the disciple of Polycarp, and afterwards made 
bishop of Lyons, in Gaul. He has always been esteemed, on 
account of his learning and piety, an ornament of the Christian 
religion. 

Dominus ipse, Filius Dei, ip- 
sum judicii diem concessit scire 
solum Patrem; manifesto di- 
cens, De die autem ilia et hora 
nemo scit, neque Filius, nisi 
Pater solus. Si igitur scien- 
tiam diei illins, filius non eru- 



He says : Our Lord himself, 
the Son of God, acknowledged 
that the Father, only knew 
the day of judgement ; declar- 
ing expressly, that of that day 
and hour knoweth no man nei- 
ther the Son, but the Father 



only. Now if the Son himself buit referre ad Patrem, sed 
was not ashamed to leave the dixit quod verum est ; neque 
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knowledge of that day to the 
Father, but declared the truth 
neither ought we to be ashamed 
to leave to Gk)D such questions 



nos erubescimus, quae sunt in 
qusestionibus majora secundum 
nos reservare Deo. 
Lib. ii. cap. 48. 



as are too high for us. 

And in continuation of the same subject, he says : 

Since our Lord is the only Quoniam cum solus rerax 



teacher of truth, we should 
learn of him, that the Father 
is above all : for the Father, 
saith he, is greater than I. — 
The Father, therefore, is by 
our Lord declared to be supe- 
rior even in knowledge, to this 
end, that we, while we contin- 
ue in this world, may learn to 
confess God only to have per- 
fect knowledge, and resign such 
(difficult) questions to him. 

We holdfast the rule of truth 
which is, that there is One 
God Almighty, who created 
all things, through ^hia Word. 



magister est dominus, ut disca- 
mus per ipsum, super omnia 
esse Patrem : Etenim Pater, ait 
major me est. £t secundum 
agnitionem itaqne proBpositus 
esse Pater annunciatus est a 
Domino nostro, ad hoc ut et nos 
in quantum in figura hujus mun- 
di sumus, pei*fectum scientiam 
et tales quaestiones concedamus 
Deo, Lib. ii. cap. 49. 

Cum teneamus autem nos 
rcgulam veritatis, id est, quia 
sit Unus Deus Omnipotens, qui 
omnia condidit per Verbum su- 
****This is the Father of um.***Hic Pater domini nostri 
our Lord Jesus Christ. Jesu Christi. Lib. i. cap. 19. 

This God is the Father of Hie Deus est Pater Domini 
our Lord Jesus Christ, and of nostri Jesu Christi, et de hoc 
Him it is that Paul declared, Paulus Apostolus dixit, unus 



There is One God, even the 

Father, who is above all, and 

through all, and in us all. 

We believe in One God the 
Maker of heaven and earth, 
and of all things therein, 
through Jesus Christ, the Son 
of God. 



Deus Pater, qui super omnes, 

et per omnia, et in omnibus 
nobis. Lib. ii. cap. 3 

In unum Deum credentes, 
fabricatorem caeli et terrae, et 
omnium qute in iis sunt, per 
Chi'istun Jesum Dei filium. 
Lib. iii. cap. -1. 
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CLEMENT OP ALEXANDRIA A. D. 194. 

He presided over the Christian catechetical school in Alex- 
andria, and has the title of presbyter given to him by several of 
the ancients. 



He says : Be thou initiated, 
and join the chorus with the 
angels, about Him who is the 

rXBEGOTTEN, and IMMORTAL, 

the ONLY TRUE Goi> ; God the 
Word accompanying us in our 
songs of praise. This perpet- 
ual Jesus, the one great High 
Priest of the One God, who is 
also his Father, prays for 
men, and encourages men. 

Our Lord taught, that God 
THE Father only is supreme 
over all, whom none knew but 
the Son. 

The Mediator performs the 
will of the Father. The Word 
is the Mediator, being common 
to both, the Son of God and the 
Saviour of men. Of the one 
fviz. God) he is the servant^ 
but our instructor. 



cv(Tct$ fitt^ dyyfXcdf afi^i top a/y^v- 
vTi'tov X(u di/cdXc^pov xat, fiovov 6p- 
^wj Oeov, avwfivowtoi r^fiiv tov 

«tj o jueya; dp;{<cepev; ^eov ts Ivoj 
f ov avfov xav Ttaf po$, vrtsp di'^pci>- 

Ad Gentes, p. 74. 

O'tv 0£oj xat, Tta'tfip etj xat fiwo^ 

o Ttavtoxpatiiipj oi' ov6ii>i iyva si /atj 

6 t'to$. 

Strom. 7. 

Kat Tfo ^sXf^fjLa ifov ftafpoi 6 fisatr 

tiji ixtsXBi,. ^leatfTj^ yap o Xoyo$^ 

O XOWOi afl^OVV. 0£OV flBV vloij (SUi' 

'trip ^^ av^cartoiv. Kae f ov [liv 6ir 
axovo^f riiiMv 8t rtaiSa/ycdyoi. 

Fsedag. Lib. iii. cap. 1. 



tertullian, a. d. 200. 

He was bom at Carthage, and was a presbyter of the church 
in that city. He was skilled in various kinds of learning, and 
wrote with considerable ability. This writer has ascribed very 
high power to Jesus Christ as the Son of God ; but with the 
express caution, that it was of a delegated nature, having beei> 



I* 
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given to him as the iustrument of the Almighty Father's wilL 
And to make this sufficiently clear, he represents the authority 
of Christ as similar to that of the angels, in so far as he, like 
them, holds a share in the Divine Monarchy, without dividing 
it any more than they do when they execute authority at the 
command of God. Ad. Praxeam. Sect. 3. p. 502. In contin^ 
uation of this view he says : 

Caeterum, qui Filium non ali- 
unde deduco, sed de "substantia 
Patris, nihil facientem sine Pa- 
tris voluntate, omnem a Patre 
consecutum potestatem, quo- 
modo possum de fide destruere 
monarchiam, quam a Patre 
Filio traditam in Filio servo. 
Ad. Praxeam. Sect. 3. p. 502. 



But I, who derive the Son 
from no other original than the 
substance of the Father, sup- 
posing him to do nothing but 
by the will of the Father, 
and to have received all his 
power yrow the Father, how 
is it that I destroy the belief of 
the (divine) Monarchy which 
I preserve in the Son, being 
delivered by the Father to 
him (or in so far as it has been 
delivered by tlio Father to 
him.) 

Of course Tertullian could only have been speaking of what 
he considered to be Christ's highest state of existence in the 
above passage, as well as in the following, in which the delegated 
nature of Christ's authority is stated with equal distinctness. 

He says : "The Son always Filius visus est semper, et 



appeared, and the Son always 
acted, by the authority and will 
of the Father; because the 
Son can do nothing of himself, 
but what he seeth the Father 
do. 



Filius operatus est semper, ex 
auctoritate Patris et voluntate; 
quia Filius nihil a semetip- 
so potest facere, ilisi viderit 
Patrem facientem. Adversus 
Praxeam, sect 15. 



Referring to John x. 30, ''land my Father are one*' he thus 
explains this verse, in conformity with his view of Christ'8 sub- 
ordination. 
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He (Christ) says *one/ using Unum dicit, neutrali verba, 

a neater term, which does not quod non pertinet ad singulari- 

convey the idea of singleness tatem, sed ad unitatem, ad sim- 

(of person or of being) but of ilitudinem, ad conjunctionem, 

unison, likeness, conjunction, ad dilectionem Patris, qui Fil- 

the love of the Father to the ium diligit, et ad obsequium 

Son^ and the obedience of the Filii, qui voluntati Patris ob- 

San to the Fa^heb's will. sequitun Ad* Prax« sect. 22. 

Tertullian's conviction of the sole supremacy of the Father 
Almighty is properly shown in his application of the term God 
to him onli/y when the Son should at any time be mentioned 
along with him ; the Son merely receiving the title of Lord^ 
which is an inferior appellation. 

He says : I do not absolute* Itaque deos omnino non di- 

ly say, that there are Gods and cam, nee dominos ; sed aposto-* 

Lords, but I follow the apos- Ium sequar, ut si pariter nomi- 

lie;* and if the Father and nandi fuerint Pater et Filius, 

the Son are to be named to- Deum Patrem appellem, et Je- 

gether, I call the FatheIs God, sum Christum Dominum nomi< 

and Jesus Christ Lord ; though nem. Solum autem Christum 

I can call Christ God when potero Deum dicere, &c. Adr 

speaking of himself alone, Prax. sect. 13. p. 507. 

OI&IGEN, A. D. 230. 

He was a native of Egypt, and, like Clement, presided over 
the catechetical school in Alexandria. He was one of the most 
distinguished theologians of his age, whose writings have had 
no small reputation and influence. 

He says: We maintain, that ^ 
the iSavior and the Eoly Sp%r* 

it are as much, or even more ^° ^"^' ^^^moi^^vop to^ovtov n 
excelled by the Father than ***' '^^^^ *^° *^ ^owpoj 0^9 vTtfp- 



* 1 Oor. viii. 6. "But to us there is but One God, the Father, of (or 
from) ^om are all things, and we in him; and One Lord (or Master) 
Je8i» Christ, by whom are all things, and we by him," 

E 



J 
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ke (Christ) and the Bbttf Spir- 
it excel other things, &c.;. and 
he (Christ,) though excelling 
such and such great things 
(viz. thrones, principalities, and 
powers,) in essence, and office, 
and power, and godhead, is by 
no means to be compared with 
the Father. 

We may, by this means, sblve 
the doubts of many mien, Who 
profess great piety, and who 
are afraid of making two gods ; 
for we must tell them, that he 
who is God of himself J is The 
God, as even our Saviour af- 
firms in his prayer to his Fath- 
er, that they may know Thee, 
the Only True God; but 
that whatsoever is God besides 
that self-existent person, being 
divine by partaking of his di- 
vinity, cannot be styled The 
Gody but severally A God; 
among whom especially is the 
Jirst horn ofaU things (that is, 
Christ,) 

If we would learn what pray- 
er is, we must iak^ care not to 
pray to any creature ; no, nor 
even to Christ himself, but to 
the God and Father of the 



7Jii9i<avy odf oy tvxotffaip, ^AMl ^fto^ 
fcoy 'todfuv'tcav x(u 'trfKixOMtuv 
vTttpsx*^ ov(SUf> xat flpBa^suf, x(u 

xpwi'tai xat^ ovStv f 9 Ttoifpt, 
Com. vol. ii. p. 218. 



K(u ro fto%ixivf ^vXol^sofVi tiva^ 
tvxofMpovi fapatftfov cvXajSov/ttvoi;; 
^vo Of/ayopetxTOt ^£0v;, x, t, %, ivtsv 
e^ey Xvstj^b ^atai' Xsxtsw yap 
av'toti otb 'to'ts f/.sv a/v^o^£0$ 6 0£o^ 
iatv, BbOTtsp xat, 6 ffcat^p ^dw iv ^tj 
ttpos tw ftaftpa svxi^' **'* yw«tf««»- 
(fi 6B 'tov fjLWov 6xij^op ^sw' fUw Be 
ftapa io a/uf o^eo; t^'^'toxd f 175 !««»* 
vov c^fotijifos ^sojtotovfiivovy ovjc ^ 
©£o;, dxXa 0£O$ xvpuA'ttpQv w Tkiyw 
ta uiv Ttoofttai 6 ^pot'of 0x0$ 9i(k(ffj^ 
xUKSeaif 0.7*8 ftp(afoi 7*9 7tpo$ tw 

Comment vol ii. p. 47. 
*£ay Bt axofvofjLBv oti XotB idfb 

tav Hpodivxtiov h^Wj o^Bs avf 9 f 9 
Xpttff 9, aXka fiow^ ^9 0£9 T'oy oX- 



universe cdone, to whom our tof ^di tta/ept, 9 «ae nitoi 6 crcof iffS 
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Saviour himself offered up his ^/*»v Ttpoaivx^'to wy TtpoTtapc^c/tcjya. 
prayers.* ^^ Oratione, p. 48. 

NOVATIAN, A. D. 251. 

He was a presbyter of Rome, and the founder of the sect of the 
Novatians. This sect, however, was not distinguished by any 
peculiar notions in theology. It differed only in refusing to 
those who had committed great crimes re-admission to church 
communion. 

Novatian says : The rule of Eadem regula veritatis do- 
truth teaches ug to believe, af- cet nos credere post Patrem 
ter the Father, in the *^on of etiam in filium Dei, Christum 
God, the Lord Jesus Christ, Jesum dominum, Deum nos- 
our Grod, yet the Son of God, trum, ^ed Dei filium, hujus 
of that Gop who is One and Dei qui et unus et solus est, 
Alone, the Makeb of all conditor scilicet rerum omni- 
THINGS. um. Cap. ix. p. 26. 

He (Christ) alt'tough he was Hie ergo, quamvis esset in 

in the form of God, yet did f^j^^ Dei, non est rapinam ar- 

not attempt the robbery of be- bitratus aqualem se Deo esse. 



* Yet Origen, in another place, aUows prayer to be addressed to Christ in 
an inferior sense, that is, if the supplicant can distinguish between what is 
prayer j}roper/y (which must be paid to t}io Father J and what is &o only in a 
secondary light. 

Ho says : We ought to send up all supplication, and prayer, and interces- 
sion, and thanksgiving, to the Supreme God over, all, through our High 
Priest, who is above all angels, even him who is the living Word and God. 
Yet we may also offer up supplication, and intercession, and thanksgiving 
and prayer, to the "Word himself, if we can distinguish between that which 
is prayer strictly and directly ^ and that which is so figuratively and obliquely. 

Ilacrav /tet* yofi Bsf^aw xav Ttpocfsvxtjv xav fv%apffatuxv avaTisfiTitsov ^9 

iftf> Ttadb 0«9, f M* T'ou i'tv Ttavtoiv a^/ysXcav ap;jjt«p£«j, iX^x^^ ?ioyou xat, 

^£ov. ^sr^aofis^ Bs ^e avT'ov tov Xoyov, xav ivtsv^oXt^a ovtqi xav svxa- 

pi^'tijaofisv^ fae- jipo^w^ofii^ Sf tav ^wufiE^a xataxovsiv to rttpc rtpccjfu- 

Xffi xvfuoxe^ias xav xataxpr^a^i^S' 

Contra Celsum, Lib v. 
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ing equal with God.* For Quamvis enim se ex Deo Fatre 

though he knew that he was Deum esse ineminissety nun- 

Gody of (or from) Gk)D the quam se Deo Patri aut compa- 

Father, he never compared ravit aut contulit; memor se 

himself with God the Fatheb, esse ex suo Patre, et hoc ip- 

remembering that he was of sum quod est, habere se, quia 

the Father, and that the Pater dedisset. Cap. xxii. p. 

Father gave him to be what 84. 
he was. 

AUNOBIUS A. D. 806. 

He taught rhetoric at Sicca, in Africa, and wrote several 
books on behalf of Christianity. 

He says : Then at length the Turn demum emiserit Chris- 
omnipotent and Only God tum, Deus omnipotens, Deus, 
ocnt Christ. solus. Lib. ii. p. 58. 

Christj A God^ speaking by Deus inquam Christus, Dei 

the order of the^n/ia>aZ God. principisjussioneloquens. 

Lib. ii. p. 50. 

LACTANTIUS,- A. D. 306. 

lie was the disciple of Amobius, and one of the most eloquent 
Latin writers of his age. 

He says: He (Christ) ap- UleveroexhibuitDeofidem; 
proved his fidelity to God; docuit enim quod unus Deus 
for he taught that there is sit, eumque solum coli oportc- 

"^Doabtless Novatian allades here to Fhilippians ii. 6; a yerse which the 
common English Bible has not well translated. *^Who being in the form of 
God, thought it not robbery to be equal with God." The verse would be 
rendered with greater accuracy and propriety, and more in accordance with 
the interpretation of at least two other ancient authorities besides Novatian. 
"Who, ALTHOUGH in the form of God, thought it not his bight to aim at a 
parity with God, but (on the conteabt,) made himself of no reputation, 
and took upon him the form of a servant," &c., so that he obtained afteb- 
WABDS high power and honour from God Almighty, the giver of every good 
and perfect gift. Sec on this verse Mr. Belsham*s "Calm Inquiry into the 
Scripture doctrine concerning the Person of Christ," pp. 133 — 138. 
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One God, and that he only is 
to be worshipped. Nor did he 
ever say that he himself was 
God. For he would not have 
preserved his allegiance, if be- 
ing sent to take away a multi- 
plicity of gods, and to preach 
one Gh>d, he had brought in 
another besides that one. This 
would not have been to be the 
herald of the One God, or to 
have been doing the will of him 
who sent him, but his own, sep- 
arating himself £rom him whom 
he came to honour. Where- 
fore, because he was so faith- 
ful, because he assumed noth- 
ing to himself, that he might 
fulfil the commands of him who 
sent him, he received the dig- 
nity of perpetual priest, the 
honour of supreme King, the 
power of a judge, and the ti- 
tie of God. 



re ; nee unquam seipse Deum 
dixit ; quia non servasset fidem 
si missus, ut deos tolleret, et 
unum assereret, induceret ali- 
um, preeterunum. Hoc erat, 
non de uno Deo facere prsBco- 
nium ; nee ejus, qui miserat, 
sed suum proprium negotium 
gerere ; ac se ab eo, quem il- 
lustratum venerat, separare. 
Propterea, quia tam fidelis ex- 
titit, quia sibi nihil prorsus as- 
sumsit, ut mandata mittentis 
impleret; et sarcedotis perpetui 
dignitatem, et regis summi ho- 
norem, et judicis potestatem, 
etDei nomen accepit. Lib. iv. 
Sect. 14. p. 395. 



EUSEBIUS, A. D. 315. 

He was bom at Csesarea in Palestine, and afterwards made 
bishop of that city. He was present at most of the S3mods 
held in that part of the world, and was celebrated both as a theo- 
logian and an ecclesiastical historian. 

He says : The only begotten «Of c mc a^f oj 6 ftwoy£wj$ tov 



Son of GrOD, and the first bom 
of every creature, teaches us 
to call his Father the only 
Tbue God, and commands us 



TLwtcav apX^) ^^ avfov Tta^fpa 



xac 



■« I I IW 
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to worship Him (the Fatheb) 

If this makes them appre- 
hensive lest we should seem to 
introduce two Gk)ds ; let them 
know, that though we do in- 
deed acknowledge the Son to 
be Gt)d, yet there is (absolute- 
ly) but ONE God ; even he 
who (done is without original, 
and unbegotten, who has his 
divinity properly of himself, 
and is the cause even to the 
Son himself both of his being 
and of his being such as he is ; 
by whom the Son himself con- 
fesses that he lives : declaring 
expressly, I live by the Fath- 



Prseparatio. Lib. yu. Cap. 15. 

dpa ^o 0eov; wayoptvuv do|a(. 
ivKStmaawy cb;, tov wjv 9tpo$ ^fUdv 
ofJLoXoycvfiivov 0£ov, sis w <yef ocf o 
fiovo$ 0eo$, ixswoi 6 fiovo^ di/(ip;^o; 
xat aytpvij'toif 6 top ^EOffj'ta oixst- 
auv XBXtijfiEvoif avtqi tt f u vt^ tov 
tivai x(u tov toufi^E sivai ysyEvca^ 
oitLOs' Si ov xac awto^ 6 wo$ ofioXor 
TMyst ^fjvj wttxfivi ^Ey<atf * * * 
x(yyu> f« 6ui tov TCatEpa * * * ©v 
XM fiwop aSuij^wop 0&oy ^Eid^tu 
97/ta$ [o vto$] 6v$aaxEi>f fui^opa tt 
sivac iavtov ofioTuoyEiy 6v * * ♦ 



ER. Whom the Son himself xav ®eov Eiva(> iavtov ftawtas fjfioi 
teaches us to look upon as the £i$Evai> ^oi^ttM, 
ONLY TRUE GoD, and declares pe Eccles. Theol. Lib. i. Cap. 11. 
to be greater than himself, whon^ 
he also would have us all un- 
derstand to be even his God. 



ATHANASIUS, A. D. 326. 

This man who succeeded Alexander as bishop of Alexandria, 
has already (chap. L) been noticed. He was the leader of a 
party, whose doctrine approached nearer to completed Trinitarir 
anism than that of any other before or during his time ; and his 
zeal for his opinions, and labor on their behalf, were unremitting. 
Yet even he makes a considerable difference between the Son 
<?f God and the Father. I shall conclude these extracts with 
the following quotations from his writings. 

He says : God the Maker *o hev yap tov ftwtos 5i?fwovpyof 
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AND Governor of all things, 
who is far above all being, and 
all that the mind of man can 
conceive^ as being good and 
excellent above all things; 
made mankind after his own 
image by his Wordy even by 
OUT Lord Jesus GhrisU 

For there is One God, and 
there is none other hit he. And 
when the scripture saith, the 
Father is the only God, and 
that there is One God, and I 
am the first, and I am the last, 
these things are well spoken : 
For he is the One God, and 
the Only One and the First. 
And yet these things do not de- 
stroy the divinity of the Son ; 
for he also is in that One, 
and First, and Only One, as 
being the only Wbrd^ and Wis- 
dom, and \^Mffulgence of him, 
who is the One, and the Only 
One, and the Fjrst. 

He whom we worship and 
preach, is the Only true Gt)D 
the Lord of all creatures, and 
the author of all being ; and 
who else is that, but the most 

• 

holy Father of Christ, even 
he who is above all derivative 
being ? who, as an excellent 
governor, governs and pte- 



vHi^xa^Ikjo^ (Of, hith 'tov i^wv Xoyov^ 

•gov dCD'tijpoi ^fuav Xpttff ov, to mf 
^OiTtwov yivoi xat^ iduw tixova tts- 

ftOlTJXS. 

Contra Gentes. 

El^ yap 0£o; iafiy xat obx icftt/if 

aTCKo^ iCkjr^v avtov' vts yow fiovoi 

^systav -6 Tta/jffjp 0£o;, xcu tti tl^ 

0£O^ icrft, ffi 'io 'Eyo ^pcdfo; xoa 

iyui fiB'ta tawta, xoXcd; ^yefac. 

£t^ yap 0£o; xM Moyo$ 'ts Ilpttf o^ 

i<Stw* Ovx tii df/atpetfM' Bs 'too 

vcov X£yeT'a&* /U97 yivovgo, EtS'tt 

yap xtiv OAftoi iv 'Z'9 *£y( xa* Xlpttf^ 

XM M0V9, u>; fov '£vo; xcu 'M.ovov 

xa& llpciifov xai fMvo^ Xoyo^ ts 00 

(puk xa* ajtOAy/iMffia utv, 

Orat. iii. Contra Arianos. 



» « 



Tov ffop f^fjixav ftpoaxwovftsvov 
xo* xtjfiV't'tofMvovj 'ioviw fiovw ei" 
f^ot 0£ov aXfj^, 'gov xai tfj^x'tiaeai 

XVpiWf XiM 7ta6l2S VrtOtff Otf£«5 ifjfttr 

ovpyov. Ttj 6ri ovfoj, dxx 17 6 9tar 
pwyio^ ts vTtEpBXEwa Ttadfjs ysw/tjyj 
oOtfta^ 6 fov 'Kptd'tov jta/ttjp', oatvs 
xa^Ttsp dpccrf 05 xvpspvfjtijif f|7 iBuf 
oo^uf KW 1*9 id(9 Xoy9 <'9 xvpc9 
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serves every thing every where 4i"***»' '^^ov Xptflffq> fa Ttwtazw 
and disposes and does every xvfis(tvaaa'ffjptciisx(u9uixorffi£i,xat 

thing after his own pleasure, ^oc€*, Cis m, a/bt(^ *aXoj h^w «ox|?. 
by his own Wisdomy and his Id. ibid. 

own Word even by our Lord 
Jesus CknsU 

, The numerous passages which I have quoted, and the many 
similar which occur in the writings of the fathers of the second 
and third centuries, cannot, it may be thought^ have been unob- 
served by the Trinitarian student of antiquity. How, then, does 
he account for them? In what way can he explain that so 
many writers, in the first ages, have left distinct proofs that they 
believed Christ (however high the place and honour they thought 
due to him,) to have been still inferior to the one God, the Fath- 
er Almighty ? The answer given by some persons is little more 
than an admission of the fact, viz., that the ancients were yet 
imperfect in their thisological knowledge, perfection being re- 
served for a later age. Thus "Mr. Jurieu," says Dr. Jortin, 
^whose zeal against heresy is well known, assures us, that the 
fundamental articles of Christianity were not understood by the 
fathers of the three first centuries ; that the true system began 
to he modelled into some shape by the Nicene bishops, and was 
afterwards immensely improtred and becnUified by the following 
synods and councils."* To the same purpose is the confession 
of Bishop Bull, one of the most learned and strenuous defenders 
of Trinitarianism. He says, in way of apology, though indeed 
it is none, "that almost all the catholic writers before Arius' 
time seem not to have known any thing of the invisibility and 
unmensity of the Son of €rod ; and that they (^ten speak of him 
in such a manner, as if, even in respect of his divine nature, he 
wasjinitef visible j and circumscribed %rtpkieeJ^'\ - 



••mmm 



*ZvaiGSL, as quoted by Dr. Jortin, vol. ii. p. 29. 

t Bishop Boll, aa quoted in Ben Mordeeai's Apology, letter i. p. 30. Br. 
Jamieson of Edinburgh wrote two yolames, entitled * A Vindication of the 
Deity of Christ, in reply to Dr. Priestley's, History of Early Opinions," but 
no notice has been token in those volumes of a very important chapter in 
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III* THIRD, OB TRINITABIAlf PERIOD. 

It is not necessary that I should produce many quotations 
from the writers of this period, illustrative of the state of com-* 
pleteness to which Trinitarianism at length arrived. But a/cM^ 
passages will be usefully contrasted with the preceding extracts. 
The following evidence will show how much the opinions of the- 
ological writers altered towards the end of the fourth century ' 
and afterwards* Whereas, formerly, it had been the uniform 
custom to call the Father the only true God, it became now 
fashionable to say that the Trinity was the one God.* Thus 
Austin, speaking of the immensity of the divine nature, says : 

So is the Father, so is the Ita Pater, ita Filius, ita 
Son, so is the Holy Spirit, so Spiritus sanctus, ita Trinitafi, 
. , ^ rx ^ u^us Deus. Opera, vol. u. p. 

IS the Trinity, One God. 274 

And explaining the saying of our Saviour, **There is none 
good but one, that is God/' he thus writes : 

It is not said, that there is Non ait nemo bonus nisi so- 
none good but the Father, but lus Fater^ sed nemo bonus nisi 
there is none good but God. — ' solus Deus ; in patris enim no- 
By the term Father is meant mine, ipse per se Pater pro- 
the Father, but by the term nunciatur, in Dei vero et ipse, 
God is meant the Father, et Filius, et Spiritus sanctus, 
Son, and Holt Spirit ; for quia Trinitas unus Deus. De 
the Trinity is the One God. Trinitate, Lib* v. Cap. 8. 

In another place he says : HaDC Trinitas una est ejus-' 

The Trinity is one, and of the demque naturae atque substan- 

same nature, not less in each tiae, non minor in singulis, 

than in all, nor greater in all quam in omnibus : neo major 

Dr. Priestley's woric, tiz., chap. It. of book ii. wherein so many proofs are 
given of the faith of antiquity concerning the inferiority of Christ to Grod the 
Father. I must suppose from this omission, that Dr. Jamieson was con- 
yinced of his want of power to answer the strong evidence which Dr. Friest'' 
ley had arranged. 

♦ Priestley's History of Early Opinions, vol. ii. p. ^39. 

p 
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than in each ; as great in the 
Father only, or in the Son on- 
ly, as in the Father and the 
Son together ; and as great in 
the Holy Spii-it alone, as in 
the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit. 



in omnibus, quam in singulis* 
sed tanta in solo Patre vel in 
solo Filio, quanta in Patre si- 
mul et Filio, et tanta in solo 
Spiritu sancto, quanta simul in 
Petre et Filio et Spiritu sanc- 
to. Op. vol. ii. p. 319. 



Similar language to this is made use of by various other wri- 
ters of the fourth and fifth centuries. 

The Son, says Basil, is all llarr'a dv uaa. iatw 6 Ttatr^p. 



that the Father is. 

By maintaining, says Greg- 
ory Nazianzen, any of the 
three persons to be inferior to 
the other, we overturn the 
whole (Trinity.) 

Jerome says, That since 
Christ is the power of God, 
and the wisdom of God, he con- 
tains all the Father's perfec- 
tions. 



De Fide. Opera, vol. i. p. 430. 

Kat o, T't av tcav fpttov xafw ^w- 
fiBVf 'to Tiav xa^ipstv vofiL^ofitv. 
Or. 20. Opera, p. 338. 



Cum enim Christus Dei vir- 
tus sit, Deique sapientia omnes 
in se virtutes continet Patris. 
In Esaiam, Lib. 12. Op. vol 
iv. p. 140. 



Chrysostom prefers the Father to the Son only because he 
precedes him in the order of thought. 

I name the Father first, not AeyM llaffpa Ttpuitw, ov f ^7 fa|<& 



because he holds a priority in 
rank, but only in thought, be- 
ing the parent of the only be- 
gotten; the root of the holy 
fruit. 

There is no difierence, says 
Theodoret, between the Fath- 
EK, the Son, and the Spirit, 
either in nature or in will, but 
only in generating, and being 



Ttpcd'tovj oXXa tjj ivvoui>f iftst>Bi^ ysv 
vij'tcdp tov fiovoyivov^y iflBi^r^ rj f>t>^a 
'gov oytov xapffov. 

Opera. Vol. vi. p. 34. 

A. Ovx iatw ow iiaipopa Hat- 
po; xcu Tlovj xav dycov Uvivfiatoi y 

ft ov' iv ttjft ysfyq^f «at yswa^^t, 
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generated, in emitting, and xai ixTtsfirtuv, xai ixttopivsa^ vai. 

proceedinff ^^^' ^^* Anomaeos. Opera vol v. 

^ °' p. 275. 

If any one, says Pope Da- r» ^ »^ -. ^ ^ * 

masus, does not say, that the 

Father, Son, and Spirit, 

have one Godhead, power, do- f"^ ^*^^*^ ^^^^"^''^ «»^^^*««' 

minion, glory, and authority, jumm' 5o|ov, acvpwf 17* a ^uw, pcwjcx**- 

one kingdom, one will, and one av fjLuuv, ^sxiytfw, xcm oXij^b lav, w- 

truth, let him be anathema. o^jua ia'ta. 

Theodoreti Hist. Lib. 5. p. 211.* 

The distinct and bold tone of these passages sufficiently indi- 
cates the degree of perfection to which the doctrine of three di- 
vine persons in the Godhead ultimately arrived. The reader, 
after what I have written in this and the preceding chapter, will 
be prepared to judge, whether it was not after the lapse of sev- 
eral centuries, and by a gradual change of opinion, that Trini- 
tarianism was completed. 



CHAPTER III. 

Of the opposition which was made, at different tirnes^ to the in- 
troduction and spread of Trinitarianism. 

It will naturally be supposed, that so important a change as 
has been pointed out could not have taken place without meet- 
ing with resistance from many, if not the mass, of the people. 
Yet the proof which we have of such resistance is not so full as 
were to be wished, because the works of those men who were 

* See Dr. Priestley's Hist, of Early Opinions, vol. ii . book ii. chap x 
«cct. i. p. 339, et seq. 
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called upon to defend the Btrict unity of Gk>d in tlie earlj cen- 
turies have been lost, or purposely destroyed by their oppo- 
nentii Still we can collect evidencei even from the writings of 
those opponents, to show, that the progress from Unitarianism 
to Trinitarianism was a work of labour, difficulty, and contention. 
The doctrine of the pre^xistence and deity of Jesus Christ 
was probably not very old in the time of Justin Martyr, an au- 
thor whom I have already stated (p. 27) to have been consider- 
ed, by Mr. Lindsey and Dr. Priestley, as the earliest writer in 
whose works any trace of it is to be found. That this father 
was aware of the difficulty of his position, or the advocate of a 
new and contested opinion, when he taught Christ's Deity, 
will be evident from the following passage, which occurs in his 
dialogue with the Jew Trypho. 



He says, speaking of our Sa- 
viour : It will not follow that 
he is not the Christ, though I 
should not be able to prove 
that he pre-existed as God, the 
Son of him that made all things, 
and that he became a man by 
the Virgin. It being altogeth- 
er certain, that he is the Christ 
of God, whoever he was, 
though I should not prove that 
he pre-existed, becoming (af- 
terwards) a man of like pas- 
sions with ourselves, having 
flesh, according to the Father's 
will ; it will be right to say, 
that in this only I have been 
HiSTiKEN, and hot that he is 
not the Christ , though he should 



0£» &Hc/Kkvfiu 'to 'totovfov tivat 
Xpctft'ov f ot) 6cov ia» OTto^si^a* fitj 
6vvcdfiai 6'ti xav Ttpovrtr^px^*'} vlo^ 
tov 9toi^fov 'tav o%(av e^eo; CtVj xav 
yBysvtj'ttu w^ajtoi 6ia 'iri^ rKk^'^i^ 
vo^. 'AxXa ix Ttau'tos arco^sixwfii- 
vov oft ov* 05 itfttv 6 Xpctff 0$ ojtov 
0eov, otft'c; ovf 0; itS'tcu, iav Ss fiij 
artoB^ixwo o'tc ftpovrttjpx^ *o.t yiv 

ffopxa ix^^j xata 'gfjy 'tov ILo/tpo^ 
povT^f vTtBfitwsVf iv 'fov'tqt ftirtXar 
pfjd^iu fM fAOvw Xtytiv dcxcuov, aXkn 
fufl dpvecer^cu of ( ovf o; io'tw o Xpfr(^- 

OM/^poftiMf yswfj^tiif xa* ixXoy^ y«- 

vofitvo^ ti^ top "Kpiatov tlvat Re- 



appear to be a man, bom of ^BtxwtjtM, Ko* yap ti<so tms «- 
men. For there are those of ^^^^^ -^^^^ ^^ ^^ tj^f ^pw y.. 
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our race who acknpwledge him •'ow ofioxoyow* «j aitotf Xptcrtor 

to be Christ, but say that he tivin, w^attw Bs <| w^puftav 

^as a man bom of men. With y^^oiitvov aHo^awofupot. Ols od 
these I do not agree, nor should _ ^ .*, 2 _• ^ 



fAot Boiaawtti tiftotsvy iftndtj ovx 



I do so, though EVER so ICANT 

holding this opinion should 

urge it on me ; because we are ^>f^^'^ h^i^u ^sxiUvcf^i^ 

commanded by Christ himself ^^ o*^<* *** Xpteww ftn^ta^, 

NOT TO OBEY THE TEACHINGS oXkd 'tots dea ^(ov (laxapiMv rtpop- 

OF MEN, but what was taught tjttav xi^pvjt^tKjt wm 6t* cuvtov Bv 

by the holy prophets and him- Bax^i^oi* 

self. Dial. p. 233. 

Two things are worthy of notice in this extract, as showing 
how much Justin Martyr felt the difficulty of his situation as 
the teacher of a new and contested doctrine. !• He is not cer- 
tain of his ability to prove his doctrine to the satisfaction of his 
opponent. It is true, indeed, that that opponent was not a 
Christian, but a Jew ; but this does not materially alter the 
case ; for Justin did not question his ability to convince the Jew, 
that Jesus was the Messiah or Christ; after which, of course, 
no room could have been left him to doubt of satisfying him con- 
cerning Christ's deity also, had it not been that he had less con- 
fidence in that doctrine, as one that was new, and not sufficient- 
ly established. ^It will not.foUow,' says he, Hhat he is not the 
Christ, though I should not he able to prote that he pre-exist' 
ed as God, the Son oj him that made all things, and that he hs" 
came a man by the Virgin. It being altogether certain, that he 
is the Christ of God, whoever he was, though I should not prove 
that he pre-existed, S^c; it will be right to sag, that in this only 
I have been mistaken, and not that he is not the Christ, though 
he should appear to be a man, bom of men* 2. The manner in 
which Justin speaks of his situation in coime:don with the Uni- 
tarians of his age is such as can only be explained on the suppo- 
sition, that these Unitarians were a large and powerAil party; 
and yet Justin did not probably refer to aU classes of Unitari- 
ans, but to those only who did not receive the doctrine of Christ's 
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miraculous conception, being sl portion of the whole body* ^For 
there are t/iose/ he continues, ^of our race, who acknowledge him 
to he Christ, but say that he was a man, bom of men. With 
these I do not agree; nor should I do so, though ever so many 
holding this opinion should urge it on me ; because we are com- 
manded by Christ himself not to obey the teachings op 
MEN, but what was taught by the holy prophets and himself J 
This is the language of a man not very confident in the strength 
of his party, laboring under fear from his opponents, and deter- 
mined, therefore, to shield himself, when surrounded by persons 
of a different faith, with the reflection, that his opinions were, as 
he thought, in accordance with the instructions of Jesus Christ. 

The contest between the advocates for a Trinity of persons 
in the Godhead and the mass of common Christians who op- 
posed that scheme, appears to have been very keen about the 
end of the second century, fi,s will be evident from the following 
quotation from TertuUian. It is extracted from a controversial 
work, which Tertullian wrote against Praxeas, who was the 
popular advocate for the Unity of God at that period, though 
his views were not perhaps, altogether so simple as those of 
apostolical antiquity.* It is only necessary to be premised, for 
the right understanding of the passage, that the term ^mon- 
archy^ which occurs in it, was the watchword of the Unitarian 
party, against whom Tertullian wrote ; while the term ^economy' 
was used by Tertullian and his friends to denote their distribu- 
tion of the Gt)dhead into three distinct persons, or, in other 
words, the doctrine of the Trinity, such as it then stood. 

The simple, says Tertullian, Simplices enim quippe, ne 
(not to call them ignorant and dixerim imprudentes et idiotas, 
unlearned,) who are always the quae major semper credentium 
GREATER PART OF BELIEVERS, pars est, quouiam et ipsa regu- 
since the Rule of faith itself la fidei a pluribus diis seculi, 
transfers them from the many ad unicum et Deum verum 
Gods of the heathen to the One transfert ; non intelligentes uni- 
True God, not understanding cum quidem, sed cum sua ccco- 



* For an account of Praxeas, see page 57. 



47 



that the One God is indeed to 
be believed, but with his own 
Economy (that is, his distribu- 
tion into three persons,) are 
startled at the Economy. — 
They presume that the number 
and arrangement of a Trinity 
is a dmsion of the Unity.*** 
They, therefore, hold out that 
two and even three Gods arc 
taught by us ; assuming that 
they are the worshippers of One 
G^d.***We, they say (speak- 
ing concerning themselves) hold 
the Monarchy. Even the* 
Latin clowns shout so loudly 
for the Monarchy, that you 
would suppose that they un- 
derstood it as well as they pro- 
nounce it. But the Latins do 
learn to shout for the Mon- 
archy ; and even the Greeks 
themselves will not understand 
the Economy. 

It is evident from this extract that Tertullian considered the 
GREATER PART OF BELIEVERS in his time to havc been unwil- 
ling to receive the Trinitarian faith, which he and his party 
were endeavoring to establish. Being 'simple* persons, and, it 
may be, HgnorarU and unlearned^ they were not ready enough 
to accede to a foreign and inventive philosophy, which was the 
true character of Trinitarianism, as will be proved in another 
place (Chap, v.) * We, they say, hold the Monarchy. Even 
the Latin clowns shout so loudly for the Monarchy, that you 
would suppose that they understood it as well as they pronounce 
it. But the Latins do learn to shout for the Monarchy j and 
even the Greeks themselves will not understand the Economy.' 



nomia esse credendum, expa- 
vescunt ad occonomiam. Nu- 
merum et dispositionem Tri- 
nitatis divisionem praesumunt 
Unitatis ;***Itaque duos et tres 
jam jactitant a nobis prsedicari, 
se vero unius Dei cultores pra3- 
sumunt.***Monarchiam, inqui- 
unt, tenemus ; et ita sonum vo- 
caliter exprimunt etiam Latini, 
etiam opici, ut putes illos tarn 
bene intelligere Monarchiam, 
quam enunciant. Sed Monar- 
chiam sonare student Latini 
occonomiam intelligere nolunt 
etiam Graeci. Ad versus Prax- 
eam, sect. 3. p. 502. 
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The importance of this testimony has occasioned attempts on 
the part of modem Trinitarians to weaken its force by explana-^ 
Hon ; but without success. Dr. Horsley, afterwards bishop of 
St. Asaph, gave, in his controversy with Dr. Priestley, a mUerf 
ahle exposition (of a part of the passage,) which served only to 
show how much anxiety he felt to invalidate evidence which 
spoke strongly against his cause. This exposition is subjoined 
below.* 

Not very many years elapsed from the time of Tertullian's 
contest with Praxeas till the period in which Origen flourished 
(about A. D. 230.) Now thia father has left positive testimony 
of his experience of the difficulty with which the doctrine of 
Christ's deity was promoted in his time among the mass of com- 
mon Christians. He has informed us that the great body of re- 
puted believers, in his age, knew only Christ crucified^ while 
they were ignorant of him as the Word of Gody who was in the 
beginning with Qod ;* so that it became necessary to inculcate 
such topics as Christ's divinity, &c., only on those who showed 
symptoms of desire for lofty objects of belief. This will be 
proved by the following quotations. 

Origen says : There are q^^^ ^^^^^ ^ ^^^ ^^^^^ ^^^^^ 
who partake of the Word which , . , 

was from the beginning, the 
Word that was with Grod, and ' 

the Word that was God, as ^*^^' '^^^^P '"^^^' *** 'nca^a^, 
Hosea, Isaiah, and Jeremiah, *«* *l«pf a*«*J> *<»* " f^i «Vf poj f ot- 



* "Swne simple people take alarm at the notion of a plurality of persons in 
the unity of the Godhead. Simple people, said I ! I should have said, ig. 
norant and duU, &c. When it is considered that persons of mean endow- 
ments must always be the majority of a body, collected, as the church is, 
from all ranks of men, it were no wonder if the followers of the Unitarian 
preachers were more numerous than they really are." Dr. Horsley's Tracts, 
ed. 1812. p. 196. 

t The *Word of God,* mentioned in John i. 1., is here assumed by Origen, 
as it is in several other extracts in this work, to mean the pre-existent Son 
«>f God, being the ordinary Trinitarian intetpretation. But the incorrectness 
of this view will be shown in Chapter iy. 
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and any others who speak of 
him as the Word of Grod, &c. 
But there are others who know 
nothing but Jesus Christ, and 
him crucified, the Word that 
was made flesh, thinking that 
they have every thing of the 
Word when they acknowledge 
Christ according to the flesh. 
Such is the multitude of those 
who are considered to be be- 
lievers. 

Again he says ; The multi- 
tudes of reputed believers are 
instructed in the shadoiv of the 
Word, and not in the true 
Word of God, which is in the 
open heaven. 

Still further Origen says: 
This we ought to understand, 
that as the law was a shadow of 
good things to come, &:c., so is 
the gospel but a shadow of 
Christ's mysteries to all begin- 
ners. But that which John 
calls the everlasting gospel, and 
which may be more properly 
called the spiritual, instructs 
the more intelligent very clear- 
ly concerning the Son of God. 
***Wherefore the doctrine of 
Christ must be taught both 
corporeaUy and spiritually; and 
when it is necessary, we must 
preach the corporeal gospel, 



Tjy/ov Kvpcov, ij tov ^oyov ytvta^a* 
rtpoj avT'ov. 'Eff pot Jf oc fiij^sv et- 
Bo-ts^si fiij ^lijfiovv Xpc-fffov xai> 'tov 
top icffavpcafjLBvov, 'tov ysvofisvop 
tfapxaXoy&i/, 'to 7t(w vofiL^ovtEi ti* 
vat, tov ^oyov XpccTT'ov xafa tfopxa 
fiovov yi>v<o(Sxovcfi>' tovto $£ itft't to 

7t%r^i tUiV TtBTtiatSVXBVaV VOfK^^Ofl" 
iVUiV. 

Cojiment in Johan. vol. ii. p. 49. 

Ta 8s TiT^v^^ tciv ftBHt'Otivxevai 

vouL^OfjLsvcav trj cfxiq. tov Xoyw, xat, 

ovx(' T'9 dxi^'^ii/^ ^oy9* ®sov iv t(fi 

ovsidyotL oi)pai'9 tvyxavovti, fm^ij- 

tsvBtat. 

Ibid. vol. ii. p.52. 

Kat tovto fig siSBvat, ixpv^j ^'^^ 

wffrtep B6tt vofios axuiv rcapsxcav tmv 

fiBM^vtcdv o/ya^r, VTio tov xat* 

a%rj^Buiv xafoyycXXoasvov i/o/iov 

81^'kovfiBViiiVj ovto xai fvayyfiXtov 

axiav fivatr^ptuiv "Kpvatov 8i>8acsxtij 

to voi.u^ofjLBvov vtCo ftavtidv tcnv iv- 

tvyxO'VOvti'iv voBiG^i. *06« (pYirtw 

luiavvfis BvayyBTitov aZmvuiv, oixc£<d; 

av %Bx^yj(fouBvov TivBVfiatvxovj 6a^ 

wj TiapLdtfjcft toi^ voiOV(Si> ta jiavta 

IvCiTtlOV 7t«pt vlov tov 060V. ***At- 

o;t£p avar^xaiov TtvBVfjLattxas xai 
acifiatLxois Xpf'd'tiO'Vi^Btv' xai o9tov 
H'*^ X9V ^^ ocufiatixov xt^pvaatw 



'tiansvot 7*9 fCvsvfiafif xat xaprto^ty- 
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saying to the carDal that we sifa/yytXKtov, ^aa»o¥ta f»/n6sp tUtpai 

KNOW NOTHING BUT JeSUS -r^otj aapxixoii fj 'Ifjdow Xptcf^oy 

Christ, and him crucified. ^^, ^^^^ iafc^c,fiivt>P, m^f^ 
But when persons are found . , • . % 

con£rmed in the Spirit, bring- 
ing forth fruit in it and in love 

with heavenly wisdom, we must f""^'^'' ^^ ^^*^ ^P"^**^ ^"^ *^^*- 

impart to them the Word re- ^ co^un, fiBta^otiov ovfo^j tov 

turned from his bodily state, to ^uoyov, l^tavc^^ovfo; djto tov asaap" 

that state (of glory) in which xcaa^v, *>' d ^ h apzn ^po$ «•<>» 

he was in the beginning with ^^^ 

Qo(J^ Ibid. vol. ii. p. 9. 

We learn, from the first two of these extracts, the numerical 
importance of those who were strangers to the deity of Christ in 
the time of Origen. They were Hhe multitude of those who* 
were ^considered to he believers,^ and Hhe multitudes of reputed 
believers f evidently to be reckoned a large amount of people. 
For the terms here employed, though incapable of giving us a 
precise idea of the number of persons referred to, are unques- 
tionably in favour of the notion of a most extensive though in- 
definite mass. 

We ascertain, from the third quotation, the evasive scheme ta 
whiob Origen was obliged to have recourse in instructing his 
scholars, in consequence of their dislike to the notion of the de- 
ity of Christ ; from which circumstance we derive additional 
proof, that this doctrine was but imperfectly acknowledged at that 
period. ^Tlie doctrine of CUirist^ he says, ^must be tatight both 
corporeally and spiritually ; and when it is necessary^ we must 
preach the corporeal gospel, saying to the carnal that we know 
nothing but Jesus Christ, a.nd him crucified. But when 
persons are Jound confirmed in the Spirit, bringing forth fruit 
in it, and, in love with heavenly wisdom, we must impart to them 
. the Word returned from his bodily state, to that state (of glory) 
in which he was in the beginning with God.' Some people may 
see no more in this method than an innocent accommodation to 
the weakness of learners, who should be brought gradually from 
the simpler to the more sublime topics of religion. But^ o& the 
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Other hand, I think that truth, though it ought to be explained 
by degrees, does not require a studied concealment or denial^ like 
that ofOrigen, in limiting at first his confession concerning 
Christ to what concerned his human nature, when he believed 
much more on the subject of his divinity. Is not, therefore, the 
conduct of Origen to be attributed to the falsity of the views 
which he was promoting ? Was not his plan at variance with 
apostolical example ? And does it not show, in confirmation of 
the evidence of the two preceding passages, that a strong oppo- 
sition prevailed on the part of many persons in his time to that 
mysterious and difficult ;?ystem, which he and other subtle the- 
ologians were endeavoring to instil into the minds of their fellow- 

christians ? 

X It appears from a confession of Athanasius, that the number 

of opponents to Trinitarianism was great, even so late as the be- 
ginning of the fourth century. The following quotation, to this 
efiect, is taken from a work of Athanasius, written against Paul 
of Samosata, bishop of Antioch, who had ably promoted XJnita- 
rianism, supported by many followers, and attended with much 
reputation, between the middle and the end of the Jhird cen- 
tury.* 

He says : It grieves those Avrtst, 6b xac vw ^wj avnx^H'' 

who stand up for the holy faith, ^^oj f ^ j dytaj rtttff €«j, 17 ttspt t(av 
that the multitude, and es- . o. ^ o« _> 

pecially persons of low under- 

Standing, should be infected 

with these blasphemies (mean- ^*P^ **?" **^*<^^*'- '^^ ^^P ^'">^'^'* 

ing the Unitarian doctrines of ^ai, Bvaxa/ta'kT^TCta f «»» Ttpa/Yfmtcw 
Paul of Samosata. ) Things 

that are sublime and difficult ^^^^"^ ^V ^P^j tw 0bov ^nfi^avi- 

are not to be apprehended, ex- tai, ^O^bv m ftspt trjv yvuioiv dfiv- 

cept hy faith in God ; and per- vaifwyts^ anoitf.it'twawj bI fifj jtBta- 

sons who are weak in knowl- ^^^^^ ififisvBw trj motn »ai raj 
edge must fall, if they cannot r ^ J 1 ^ .^.m^^, 

be persuaded io rest in joith, ^'^''^^' ^^'^'''' ix.p.^acr^a. 
and to avoid curious questions. ^^ Incamatione Yerbi contfa 

On the Incarnation of the Word Paulum Samosatensen. Opera, vol. 

offaintt Paul of Samosata i. p. 591. 



* For an account of Paul of Samosata, see page 59. 
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To the evidence \?hicli I have now adduced, I would add this, 
that many occasional expressions occur in the works of the po- 
lemical divines of the third and fourth centuries, which, in like 
manner with the extracts already given, bear witness to the ex- 
istence of opposition to the doctrine of the deity of Christ, such 
as the following instances. "We may, by this means," says 
Origen, "solve the doubts of many men who profess great piety, 
and who are afraid of making two Gods," &c.* "Because it is 
probable that some will be offended with our saying that, though 
the Father is declared to be the only true God, there are other 
Gods besides him partaking of his divinity."t Novatian speaks 
of the Unitarians of his time as '' scandalized at the doctrine of 
Christ's deity." { Eusebius, in his controversy with Marcellus,§ 
says: "If this makes them ajyprehensive lest we should seem to 
introduce two Gods, let them know, that though we do indeed 
acknowledge the Son to be God, yet there is (^absolutely) but 
one God," &c.|| "Some, for fear of introducing a second God, 
make the Father and the Son the same."ir "Marcellus, {or fear 
of saying that there are two Gods, denies the Son to be a sepa- 
rate person."** When we find such expressions as these occur- 

* Kai to jto'MAyv^ (piXo^tov^ slvai Bvxofisvcvi tapacfcfov sv^aj^ovfievovs Bvo 
dvoyopfvcrat ^£ov^, x. i. %. avtsv^sv ?.Df a^at bviatai, Comment, vol. ii.p. 47. 

VA%JK irtsi slxos ftpoaxo^sLV tvva^ totj Eiprj^svoi^f tvo^ fiiv aXi^'^ivov 
0£ov tov rtatpo^ a7i£yy£%%ofisvov Ttapa ^s tov cCkr^^cvov (dsov ^smv 7i%.£(,ovciiv 
tvj fisTfoxri tov ®sov yt^vofisvcav. Id. Ibid. 

t Scd quia obluctantes adversus veritatem semper haretici sincerae tra- 
ditionis, et catholics} fidei controTcrsiam solent trahere, scandalizati in 
Christum quod etiam Deus et per scripturas adseratur, et a nobis hoc esse 
credatur, &c. — Cap. 30. p. 115. 

4 See page 59 for an account of Marcellus. 

II Et 6s ipo^ov wvTfOLs sfiTtoisvj fi7]7trj apa 8vo ^bov^ ava/yopevBtv doSaC'* ivid- 
tcaoavy wf, tov vtov Ttpoj T^ficav ufioT^yovfisvov ^soVf fc-j w ysvott'o fiovo$ 
©aoj. — Dq Eccles. Theol. lib. i. cap. 11. 

IF Oft $s (po^ tov BoxBiv Ssvtspov sicsf^ysia^av ^foi/, tov avt'ov sivav fia- 
T** pa «at vlov opt>(fafjLBvob, — ^Ibid. cap. 3. p. 62. 

***0 /Mv yop, 5««t nfov fiij 8t)0 ^eov$ siitnvy trjv dpviytftv tov vlov rtpov/SoX* 
%itOf tvjv vrcoatarttv a^ttciv owfoi'. — Ibid. cap. 10. p. 69. 
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ring, and perceive a constant zeal in the innovating party to re- 
concile together the doctrine of Christ's deity and the belief of 
one God, to the satisfaction of opponents, we cannot doubt that 
a strong feeling prevailed among masses of Christians in favour 
of Unitarianism in the third and fourth centuries. And the in- 
quiring student will discover, that this feeling continued to exist 
till even a much later period, by consulting Dr. Priestley's His- 
tory of Early Opinions concerning Christ. Vol. iii. book iii. 

chap, xvi.* 

It is remarkable, that for a long time the principal point of 
discussion between the Trinitarian party and their opponents 
was the alleged deity of Christ, without particular reference to 
the Holy Spirit ; notwithstanding that the Spirit's claims, as a 
necessary though subordinate part of a Trinity, were asserted 
in some measure, and also opposed, in the time of TertuUian, as 
the controversy between him and Praxeas has already shown. 
This important circumstance, viz. the comparative neglect of the 
Holy Spirit till a late period, comes very strikingly under our 
observation, by means of such allusions as those which I last 
quoted from ancient writers. These bring to our view the fre- 
quent fears which were entertained about the introduction not 
so much of three Gods as of two Gods, not so much of a third 
God as of a second God, in allusion to the supposed deity of the 
Son. It is necessary, therefore, that we should come down in 
our pursuit of ecclesiastical history to the fourth century, in or- 

* While here referring to Dr. Priestley I may state, once for all, how far 
I have been dependant on his authority in the drawing up of parts of this 
pamphlet. I am indebted to Dr. P. for nearly all the extracts from ancient 
writers which are adduced in this compilation ; which extracts I Ijavc trans- 
cribed from the "History of Early Opinions," referring to those editions of 
the works from which Dr. Priestley took them. But I have not employed 
Dr. Priestley's translations always, and without alteration ; nor have I inva- 
riably^drawn from those premises which ho establishes equally bold con- 
clusions. And wherever I have come to a decision, as to what view I should 
support, my judgment has been the result of a comparison of all the histori- 
cal testimonies within my reach ; of a careful attention to each of the quota- 
tions, and to their mutual connexion and coherence ; of an examination, in 
some cases, of the original authorities ; and of a deliberate stndy of the wri- 
tings of Dr. Priestley's principal opponents. 
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der to meet with keen and angry discussion on the question of 
the supreme deity of the Holy Spirit. 

We then find Basil grievously lamenting the resistance which 
he encountered in ascribing glory to the Holy Spirit, in con- 
nexion with the Father and Son. He complains of his being 
made the object of persecution on account of this, and that per* 
sons were constantly teasing him with questions about the Holy 
Spirit, not with any view to information, but that if his answers 
should not please them, they might have a handle to make war 
against him * He represents the zeal of his opponents in a very 
strong light. — " They would sooner," he says, " cut out their 
tongues than utter this expression (viz. glory to the Holy Spir- 
it.) This is the cause of the most violent and interminable war 
with us. They say that glory is to be given to God in the Ho- 
ly Spirit, not to the Spirit ; and they obstinately adhere to this 
language as expressive of a low opinion concerning him."t 
** When I was lately praying," he says in another place, " with 
the people, and sometimes concluding with this doxology,t to the 
'Father, with the Son, awdfthe Holy Spirit and sometimes through 
the Son in the Holy Spirit, some who were present objected that 
I used phrases which were both new and contradictory."§ He 
says that he was accused of novelty, of being the inventor of new 
phrases, and that his opponents spared no kind of reproach be- 
cause he made the Son of God equal to the Father, and did not 



♦ Priesfley's Hist, of Opinions vol. ii. p. 327. 

tovto fuv ovv iatw 6 tov axijfwatov ^fiw xtu aartovbov yioiksfiov ifttyBt' 
pel,' iv f 9 JtviVfAatfif iprjtSif tqt 0719 tijv Boio%oyiav artodofBOV f 9 ^iqt ovx* 
6t xat ^9 TtvBVfiatVf xat ix^fiota'ta fijs ^cartji tOMfiji m; taitswiji tov 
ftvsvfMk'foi ftspuxovttu. — ^De Spirita Sancto, vol. ii cap. 25. p. 337. 

} Form of praise. 

4 Upoasvzofitvqi fjuoi TtpiMjv fAS'ta tov Tmov, xau d/t^o^cpo$ tfjv 5o|oXoyft. 
ctv htftofCkfipovvti 1*9 0(9 xa* ftatpij vw fisv fitta f ov vtov avv f 9 Hvh^ 
ima/ti ^9 0719, vw 6e Suh tov viov iv 0^19 ttvivfiati^y tfttaxtj'^tw -twii ^<a¥ 
HapovtoVf |cyc^ov<Mtft( ^fitoi ^(ovois xexpV^^^ Xeyot^ftf, xtu afia fCp^i i^XKn^. 
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separate the Spirit from the Son,* that is, as I suppose, in the 
form of praise. 

Gregory Nazianzen, also, has given a similar representation 
of the state of things connected with the controversy about the 
Holy Spirit. Speaking of his opponents he says: "They say, 
whoever worshipped the Spirit, either of the ancients, or of the 
modems ?"t And the objection thus made must have had no 
small foundation of trutli in it, if we consider what Philostor- 
gius the historian has narrated concerning the introduction of 
the doxology which includes praise to the Son and to the Spirit. 
It would seem, from what he has recorded, (or I am mistaken,) 
that Flavianus, bishop of Antioch, first brought this form into 
use. " It is said," writes the historian, "that Flavianus of An- 
tioch, having assembled a number of monks, was the first to 
shout out glory to the Father, and^o the Son, and to the Holy 
Spirit ; but that before him, some had said. Glory to the Fath- 
er, through the Son, in the Holy Spirit, which was the most 
customary form ; and others, glory to the Father, in the Son, 
and the Holy Spirit."! 

Thus it appears, that not till between the middle and the end 
of the fourth century was the controversy about the supreme 
deity of the Holy Spirit awakened and carried on, in conse-^ 
quence of some persons being desirous to ascribe glory to him 
along with the Father and the Son, while others as strenuously 
refused to join in this adoration. But the ascription of glory to 
the Holy Spirit, through persevering efforts to establish it, at 
length became general. 

^^Otv fista ttaTfpoi ajtOTiXijpovfisv Hc^ fiopoysvst 'tijv do^oXoyuM/, xai to 
oytov ftvsvfia fiij 6uc{'t<>ifi8v arto Hov vlov' o^sv vstaTfipoftovov^ ijl*o.i xat 
xatvo'toiiovs xat> i^svpeta^ pT^fia-taVf xat, 'tt yap ovx^ **^ iTtopiiBvcftciiv d^- 
oxaXovoiv. — ^Ibid. cap. 6, pp. 301, 304. 

t *AXka tti 7tpoc(Bxvvij(Ss ^9 Ttvsvfmfv, ^0c* ft; 17 tew ftaXaicav ^ fuy 
vstav] — Or. 37. 0pp. p.599. 

X *Otb ^(SL tov ^AvtioxsMi iTuapuufov ftyaj}^^ fjtovaxc^ dwaysipwifta ^pca- 
tov wa^oijcJtUf dota rta/tpi xat wj^ xtu a/yup Ttvev/iatv' tav yap rtpo a/6tcv,. 
f ov$ fisvy do|a Ttof pt $&' vtov iv ay (9 rtvsvfiatL Xeyctv* x(U tavtijv fuiXkotr 
tfjv ixpwfifSw ifttrtdkaitw' tov^ 5c, 6oia Ttokfpt iv v&9 xtu oyc^ Hvivfutft^ 
Philostorg^us, lib. iii. sect 15. p. 496. 
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It is not intended that this chapter shoald contain a complete 
account, describing every form of opposition to Trinitarianism 
in ancient times ; else I should be obliged to give some detail 
of the proceedings of the Arian party, from the time of Ariua 
at the commencement of the fourth century. But the Arian 
controversy is a subject of too great extent for these pages, and 
is, besides, narrated with more or less fullness in all ecclesiasti- 
cal histories, to which I refer. 

I choose rather to add some information concerning the prin- 
cipal leaders and eminent advocates of Unitarianism, who ral- 
lied this cause at successive peiiods of antiquity. A few gene- 
ral remarks, which I shall offer, will connect all of them togeth- 
er ; after which I shall notice them individually. 

I. It appears, that the great principle which was common 
to all of them, though they arose separately, and are often des- 
cribed in histories of the Church as if the founders of distinct 
heresies, was a lively attachment to the doctrine of the unity of 
Grod. However they may be represented by the ordinary his- 
torians, as having invented different erroneous hypotheses to 
explain^ or to explain axcay the Trinity, it is certain that they 
had one characteristic and bond of sympathy, viz. a dislike to 
the division of the Supreme Being into persons, owing to their 
strong zeal for the Divine Unity. 

II. It appears, that if they are to be divided into classes, 
the two heads which follow will include them wholly. 

1. The class of those who, in contending for the Divine Uni- 
ty, accounted for the miraculous power and the immense wis- 
dom of Christ, by affirming that a portion of God's energy in- 
spired him ; and who maintained likewise that the Holy Spirit 
was the same energy, exerted upon the Apostles and others. — 
In this rank must be placed Artemon, and Theodotus, about the 
year A. D. 192; Paul of Samosata, bishop of Antioch, about A. 
D. 260 ; Marcellus, bishop of Ancyra in Galatia, about A. D. 
330 ; Photinus, bishop of Sirmium in Pannonia, about A. D. 
344.* 

m^m^ ■ ■ !■ ■ ■■■■ ■!■!■ ■■■!■■ I M ■■■■■! « I I I — P^^^— ^^— ^,1— a^— —^—i ^i^— — — 

* These dates, and those which immediately follow, are derived from con- 
aiderations stated by Dr. Lardner. 
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2, The class of those who, in asserting equally with the for- 
mer the strict unity of Grod, ascribed the high power and wis- 
dom of Jesus Christ to the personal presence of Grod within him ; 
and who said, that the Holy Spirit was another manifestation of 
the Divine personal presence. But, after all, how far could 
those who held this opinion have diflfered from the advocates for 
the former view ? For what is the personal presence of God in 
Christ, but the manifestation of the Divine energy in him ? 
And what is the Holy Spirit, considered as a third manifestation 
of the personal presence of God, but a third exhibition of His 
energy f Indeed, the defenders of these two opinions, from their 
similarity, have often been confounded by ancient writers, 
though not so frequently as they have been distinguished i'rom 
each other, which is the reason of my present classification. To 
the second rank belonged Praxeas, about A. D. 196; Noetus, 
about A. D. 230 ; and Sabcllius, about A. D. 260. 

III. It appears, that tlie explanations which all of these 
parties, so far as can be known, gave of the introductory verses 
in St. John's Gospel, concerning the Word which was in the be- 
ginning toith God, were the same. These men agreed together 
in denying that the Word was a Divine Intelligence, distinct 
from the Supreme Father. They affirmed that the Word was 
just the power wisdom, energy, reason, and will of God, or oth- 
erwise God himself. So that when an abundance of divine in- 
fluence was communicated to Jesus Christ, or (which is not very 
different,) when G^d personally moved him the Word then was 
madejflesh, and dwelt among us^ according to the view of those 
persons. I shall show proof of this having been the interpreta- 
tion of the ancient Unitarians in my next chapter, when I shall 
come to consider the object of St. John's writings, in connexion 
with the allegation of Trinitarian divines on that subject. 

I proceed with some details concerning the early Unitarian 
leaders, in their order. 

Artemon, Theodotus, A. D. 192. It is not certain which of 
these two persons appeared first, or whether they had separale 
followers. But it is known that ih^j flourished contemporane- 
ously, and that they held exactly the same -opinion concerning 

II 



i 



68 

Christ, viz. that he wa« a man bom of the Virgin Mary.* In 
defending this opinion, they referred both to theauthority of the 
Apostles, and also to the testimony of the successors of the 
Apostles in the first and second centuries, as we learn from a 
work which was written against Artemon in his own time.t 
The writer of that work, as quoted by the historian Eusebias^ 
thus speaks of Artemon, Theodotus, and others who were their 
supporters : — "They who hold this opinion, that Christ was a 
mere man, extol its antiquity. For they maintain that all the 
ancients, and eyen the Apostles themselves, received and taught 
the same doctrines which they now defend ; and that the truth 
of the gospel was preserved till^the time of Victor, the thirteenth 
bishop of Rome from Peter, but that from the time of his suc- 
cessor, Zephyrinus, the truth had been corrupted."! But it 
must not be thought that Artemon and Theodotus said too much 
in this, in consequence of Justin Martyr and others having 
taught the deity of Christ at least half a century before the time 
of Victor, mentioned in this extract. For, most probably the 
Unitarian advocates, by their claim on antiquity, only meant to 
say, that the truth of the gospel, in its purity, had kept the <»- 
cendency till Victor's time, but that afterwards the corrupted 
form of it had gained grotmd from the time of Zephyrinus, so as 
to call for their exertions publicly to expose its further progress. 
Theodoret, the historian, confirms this explanation by the fol- 
lowing more moderate representation of Artemon's claim. ^^Ar- 
temon," he says, "agreed with us in acknowledging the Supreme 



*Lardner'8 Works, voL iv. pp. 658, 660. 

t Ibid, vol i. p. 486 ; Priestley's History of Opinions, vol iii. pp. 295, 296« 

I^Tijy yap ^o& ScSj^Xoftei^v (upctfty ^fJkav dy^pcd^cov y*irc0^<w ^ov 9<atiii^ 
^oaxwifiojv ov Ttpo ^oX9Un) y£(df epta^cctrcu' Stev^vyoy. 'E^sft^ (ttiMfwtiv 
ai'tipf u$ av apx^^^^ ^ tauvtrji s^^cXoy ncjijyfjtat, ^otfc yap t'ov$ ftcy Ttpo- 
tspovijaatavtai xai avtfov< f ov; arLod'toTMVi jtapitXi^iptvab fs xoa hihf^X' 
tvoii tavtay a vw ovfoi Xcyovcrc* x(u tftr^pija^Ku 'trjy aXri^iWAf tov xijfvy 
f/LOBtog fiEXpt' "t^v B&xf opo; X9^^^) ^i V^ 'tptaxfuisxafoi arto Ilcf pov iv 
*P<dja|7 ifioaxottof d^o 6s f ov Siaioxov autov Ze^pivov rtapaxszo^O'X^f^ 
'fijv aXtj^tuta^f Hist. lib. ^. cap. 28. p. 252. 
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Deity, and in owning Him to be the creator of the universe 
But he said that our Lord Jesus Ciirist was a mere man, bom 
of a virgin, and superior in virtue to the prophets. He said 
thai this was the doctrine which the Apostles preached, pervert- 
ing the sense of the sacred scriptures, but that some* (or tiioset) 
who canie liter them, made a God of ^Christ, who was not 
God."J 

Artemon, Theodotus, and their followers, were accused of em'>> 
ploying the s^ogism in their interpretation of the Scriptures,! 
as if it were not a virtue but a crime to use reasoning, when en^ 
gaged in the acquisition or declaration of religious truth. They 
were also cliarged with studying geomeli^y, and with being ad- 
mirers of Aristotle and Theophrastus, philosophers, and of Gra- 
len the physician,ir as if the connexion of science and religion 
was not of advantage to each other, but incompatible ; and Trin-> 
itarians, as will be shown, borrowed their own system from phi- 
losophy, but of that kind which may be described as ^'science 
fidsely 80 called." 

The Unitarians of the third century were often called Arte- 
monites ' and Theodotians by their opponents; and the name of 
Artemon, especially, was remembered after his own time, when 
Paul of Samosata gave marked publicity to the same opinion 
eoncerBing Christ.l 

*Some, Lardner uses this word in his translation of the passage, in 
Works, vol. iv. p. 658. 

t Those. This is the word in Priestley's translation, in Hist of Opinions, 
vol. iii. p. 299. 

I K(u ^Aptsfuav Ss tc^f ov tu'ts 'Apf 6,uav 6vofia^ov(fiVf if a fi£v xaT'a fov 

nfi>iv dXcdv &BOV rtakparCT^tfcio^ r^fiw iBf^atfiVf o/urof siprixms slvac t'ov Havtoi 

fioirjtTjv' "fw Ss xvpMW ^Irjaow Xpttff oi* w^pcarCov eijts '^t/kovj ix Ttav^evov 

ysytvijfiBvovj vHav 5s Ti^tif^ri'tuiv dpsT'Ty xpsi,ttova' ifavta Bb xao rovs drtofff o- 

310VJ i%sys XBXTjpvx^vavj rCa^spfJLfivBvuiv f wv ^£Wov 'ypa4><oi' tr^v bcavoiCkVj 

tov^ Be fisH^ ixst,vovs cf^olkoyraac tov Xptoft'oi/ ovx ovta &sov. 

Haeret. Fab. Lib. ii. c. 4. p. 220. 

\ Lardner, vol. i. p. 487. llbid. 

II Dr. Lardner (vol. iv. p. 661,) has mentioned severaJ texts of Scripture, 
which were used by Theodotus in support of his views. They are placed 
here to show the similarity, so far as it goes, between the proofs used by the- 
ancient Unitariar.3 and those of tho modem. See «lso Priostltn'B Hist, of 
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Praxeas, A. D. 196. While Artemon and Theodotus were 
making a stir at Kome, Praxeas was asserting the unity of Gk>d 
iu Africa with mach influence and success.^ It was the vast 
number of those who agreed with him in opinion, or with whom 
he agreed, that induced Tertullian to write that work against 
him, from which an extract has been produced, showing the 
multitude of persons who then refused the Economy, or Trinity, 
and who adhered to the Monarchy, or Divine Unity. In conse- 
quence of Praxeasf and his followers maintaining that the Deity, 
or Supreme Father of all, dwelt in the man Jesus Christ, always 
enabling him to speak and act as he did, their adversaries 
tliought, or feigned to think, that the Supreme Father also suf- 
fered, according to this view, in the person of our Saviour ; and 
they, therefore, gave to the Praxeans the name of Patropassians, 
or persons believing that the Father suffered. But this term 
was applied to them without just reason, and they rebutted the 
charge which it expressed.f Nor is it right that this name should 
be continued in ecclesiastical histories, for it serves the purpose 
of deception. 

Noetus, A. D. 230. Sabellius, A. D. 2G0. Both these men 
agreed very much in opinion together, and with Praxeas, their 
predecessor.}: The former was of Smyrna, or of Ephesus, in 
Asia Minor ;§ the latter was of Pentapolis, a province of Lybia.|| 

Early Opinions, vol. iii. p. 426, ct seq. John viii. 40. But now ye seek to 
kill me, a max that hafh told you the truth, which I have heard of God, Deut. 
xviii 15. The Lord thy God will raise tip unto tJiee a Prophet from the midst of 
thee, of thy brethren, like unto me; unto him ye sJiaU hearken. Isaiah liii^ 
3. He is despised und rejected of men, a man of sotrotvs, vnd acquainted with 
grief. Acts ii. 22. Ye men of Israel, hear these words: Jesus ofNazareUi, a 
MAN approxred of God among you by miracles, and winders, and signs, which God 
did by him in tJie midst of you, as ye yourselves know. 1 Tim. ii. 5. For there is 
One God, and one mediator, between God and men, the man Christ Jesus. Acts 
vii. 56. And (Stephen) said, behold 1 see tJie heavens opened, and Hie Son of 
MAN standing on the rihgt Iiand of God. Theodotus thought that the Son of 
Man, standiug at God's right hand, must have been a very diiferent person 
from the Supreme Being at whose right hand he stood. 

* Lardner, vol. iv. p. 677. 

tLardncr, vol. iv. p. 678. tlbid. vol. i. p. 583. Ibid. p. 582. 
Ubid. p. 618. II Ibid. 
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They had many followers at the two different times in whicb 
they flourished, but more particularly Sabellius, whose doctrine,. 
it is said,* was very popular in Africa, in the East, and at Rome^ 
Athanaasius had reason to complain, when, on one occasion, he 
says, "that some bishops of Lybia followed the doctrine of Sa- 
bellius and prevailed to such a degree, that the Son of God was 
scarce any longer preached in the churches,"t that is, the doctrine 
concerning Christ as the second person of the Trinity. 

It may be remarked, as a proof of the zeal of the Sabellians 
for the unity of God, that Epiphanius has recorded of them, that 
when they met other Christians they would put this shrewd 
question to them :{ "Well, good friends, what is our doctrine ? 
Have we one God, or three Gods ?"§ They evidently looked 
upon Trinitarianism as very much the same with a belief in 
three Gods. 

The follower's of Noetus and Sabellius were, like those of 
Praxeas, accused of being Patropassians by their adversaries, 
but with equal unf?imess. I cannot, therefore, help mentioning 
what the Frou'h ecclesiastical writer, Beausobre, as quoted by 
Dr. Lardner, jir.s .-.•d in their vindication. He says, that vfi-.iX 
they were a<5cusc;d of was a doctrine so absurd, and so manifest- 
ly contrary to many texts of the New Testament, that it appears 
scarcely possible that it should be maintained by any reasonable 
man ; which makes him suspect, that this was not the opinion 
of those persons, but a consequence which the orthodox drew 
from their principles. || 

Paul of Samosata, A. D. 260. This person was undoubtedly 
among the most remarkable ecclesiastics of the third century. 
He was bishop of Antioch, and enjoyed the patronage of Zenobia, 
Queen of Palmyra, one of the most excellent of princesses.!! He 

* Lardner, pp. 619, 620, 

vv;(fav 'fa SajScXXcov' xai> 'toaovtov iaxvcfav fat$ iTtivouM^f Cas 6%iyov Sbw 
fifjxsti> h tac ixxX'ij(Siais xrjpvt'rsa^at tov vlov t'ov ©for. 

De Scntcntia Dionysii. Opera, vol. i. p. 522. 
I Lardner, vol. i. p. 619 ; Priestley's History of Opinions, vol. iii. p. 440. 

&SOV t;^Ojit£i/, jj fpft^OfovjJ Hair. 62. Opera, vol. i. p. 514. 
J! Beausobre, as referred tp by Lardner vol. i. p. 564. 
ir Lardner, vol. i. pp. 623, 624. 
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taught openly, and with great success, the doctrine of the simple 
humanity of Jesus Christ, dedaring him to have been a man 
Eminently favored with the divine grace.* Two councils were 
assembled at Antioch to consider his case, the first in A. D. 
264, and the other in A. D. 269 or 270. In the latter of these 
councils Paul was excommunicated and deposed. But because 
he had the favour of Queen Zenobia, and the support of his own 
people, he retained possession of the episcopal palace till A. D. 
272 or 273, when he was expelled by the emperor Aurelian, 
who had vanquished Zenobia, and seized upon Antioch.t 

It is certain that Paul was an author ; for it is reported of him 
that there was scarcely a page of his works without citations 
ft'om the Old or the New Testament.| His character has been 
described in a very severe manner by his enemies. But this 
was probably owing to their jealousy of his powers and popular- 
ity, and to the violence of partizanship. Dr. Lardner has cb:awn 
a very candid estimate of him, which is worthy of being noted. 
He says : "As we have not now before us any of Paul's writings, 
and have his history from adversaries only, we cannot propose 
to judge distinctly of his talents, nor draw his diaracter at 
length: however, from the several particulars before put down, 
and coliected from divers authors, some tilings may be con- 
duded ; and I apprehend that, laying aside for the present the 
consideration of his heterodoxy, we shall not mistake much if we 
conceive of him after this manner: he had a great mind, with a 
mixture of haughtiness, and too much affection for human ap- 
plause. He was generally well respected in hie diocese, and by 
the neighboring bishops ; in esteem with the great, and beloved 
by the common people. He preached frequently, and was a good 
speaker. And from what is said by the fathers of the council, 
of his rejecting or laying aside some hymns, as modem, and 
composed by moderns, it may be argued that he was a critic ; 
which is a valuable accomplishment at all times, especially when 
uncommon." § The Unitarians, on account of Paul's celebrity, 
were frequently called, after him, Paulians and Paulicians. 



*Lardnor, vol. i. p. 623. flbid. 

J Ibid, p. 628. Hbid. 
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Marcellus A. D. 380. He was bishop of Ancyra in Galatia 
and had been present in the coancil of Nice^ in A. D. 325. 
About the year A. D. 334 or 335, he wrote a work against the. 
Arians, in which he stated his views in such a manner that it 
was evident he was defending the Unitarian doctrine, in agree- 
ment with Paul of Samosata.* The bishops who were as- 
sembled at Jerusalem, in A. D. 335,t and who afterwards met 
at Constantinople, in A. D. 386, deposed Marcellus on account 
of what they esteemed to be his heresy. He was restored by 
the council of Sardica, in A. D. 347. -. He had many followers* 
and among others Photinus, who began, soon after his master, to 
contend with greater zeal for the Unitarian faith. 

Photinus, A. D. 344. He was a native of Galatia, and prob- 
ably of Ancyra, its principal city, where Marcellus was bishop.J 
He was afterwards made bishop of Sirmium in Pannonia, where 
his views attracted notice about A. D. 341 or 343.§ He waa 
condemned in a council held at Antioch, about A. D. 344, and 
in several succeeding assemblies ; for ecclesiastical power was 
at length vested entirely in the hands of the Orthodox and of 
the Arians. But it was impossible for a time to remove him 
on account of the affection of his people towards him, who were 
unwilling to part with him.|| At last he was condemned and 
deposed by a council held at Sirmium, in A. D, 351, after which 
he was banished. He was subsequently recalled by the Empe- 
ror Julian, and again banished by Yalentinian. He died in A, 
D. 375 or 376.f 

It is ascertained that Photinus wrote several works, and that 
he did not cease to teach his doctrine even after his deposition^ 
though the number of persons adhering to this faith must have 
been gradually on the decline. Photinians, however, are men- 



* Lardner, voL ii. p. 396. 

t They were the same bishops who readmitted Arias into commimion, 
as stated at page 15. 

iLardner, vol. ii. p. 443. \ Ibid, p. 444. 

II Ibid. Nee dum quidem per factionem popuU potuit amovcrL — Hilar. 
Fragm. 

ITLardner, vol. ii. p. 444. 
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tioned, and exceptions taken against their views, by writers in 
the fifth century;* and I have just said (at page 38,) that traces 
of Unitarianism are to be found down to a later period. 

Photinus has been described as having entered his bishopric 
with universal applause, and as having been a man of ready wit, 
extensive learning, and charming eloquence, f He certainly 
had perfect confidence in the accordance of his views with 
Scripture, when, on his entering on a public conference with 
Basil, he declared his readiness to prove his doctrine by a hun- 
dred texts.t His views have been well stated by an ancient 
writer in the following term;: "Photinus holds the unity of God 
after the Jewish manner. He allows not of any Trinity of per- 
sons. He says, that Christ was a man born of Mary. He de- 
nies the personality of the word, and the spirit. He says, that 
there is only one God, the Father, and Jesus Christ, whom we 
ought to serve."§ 

I do not know any distinguished Unitarian advocate after 
Photinus, (except one Bonosus, whose followers were called Bo- 
nos ians, in the beginning of the fifth century, ||) till Michael Ser- 
vetus revived the doctrine, in a certain form, at the period of the 
Reformation. Servetus was condemned and burned at Geneva, 
at the instigation of John Calvin, in A. D. 1553* After him, 
Unitarianism was promoted in Germany, by Laelius and Faust- 
us, both surnamed Socinus, by Crellius, and other eminent men ; 
and in the British islands, (whence it was communicated to 
America,) with some difference of sentiment, by Biddle, Emlyn, 
Lindsey, Priestley, Wakefield, Disney, Belsham, and many 
others. 



4 

* Ibid, p. 447. tibid, p. 446. 

•yf wa5a5 i7trjyy£i%ato. — Epiphanius, apud Lardner, vol . ii. p. 446. 
§ Vincent of Lerins, quoted by Dr. Lardner, vol. ii. p. 445 . 
{] Lardner, vol. ii. p. 457. Priestley's Hist of Opinions, vol. iii. p. 365. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

Of the principal source of Trtnitananism, (U alleged by va* 
rious ancient fathers^ viz. the writings of the Apostle John. 

This chapter would have been more properly headed, 'Of the 
principal source of the doctrine of Chrises deity^ as alleged,' &c. 
But the doctrine of Christ's deity, which innovating fathers 
thought that they found in St. John's writings, led also (though 
not necessarily) to the deification of the Spirit, and thus to the 
formation of a Trinity of divine persons. So that we are in re- 
ality about to examine, in an important sense, the principal al- 
leged foundation of Triiiitarlanism, when entering on the ques- 
tion, whether John taught, or did not teach, the pre-existence 
and divinity of Christ. 

We have evidence concerning many early Trinitarian writers, 
that they thought that St. John wrote his Gospel^ and more par- 
ticularly the introductory verses, in order to make a full decla- 
ration of the deity of Jesus Christ. They appear to have be- 
lieved that the three first evangelists, viz. Matthew, Mark, and 
Luke, had given an account of Christ's humc^iity ; but that 
John, coming after these, taught his divinity^ as he was particu- 
larly ordained and inspired by God to do. Not that they did 
not find proofs of the doctrine of Christ's deity in other parts of 
Scripture. But they said that it was John who first revealed it 
in an explicit manner, and who, of course, brought them to that 
way of thinking, which enabled them to find many other proofs 
in various portions of the Old and New Testaments. 

It seems, also, to have been thought by Tertullian, and the 
idea is often repeated by modern Trinitarians, that St. John m 
his First Epistlcy when he spoke of Antichrist, alluded, in con- 
nexion with another class of persons, to those who refused to ac- 
knowledge the deity of Jesus Christ. It has been affirmed, 
that John's frequent commendations of a belief in Hhe Son of 
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Qod* were penned on account of the Unitarians of bis time, who^ 
(as it has been alleged,) did not confess Jesus to be the Sop of 
God. 

I shall show that this view, both q£ St. John's Gospel and of 
his First Epistle, is incorrect. 

I. OP ST. JOHN'S GOSPEL. 

Let us observe some specimens of the high esteem in which 
this Gospel was held, in consequence of iu* having been thought 
to reveal plainly the doctrine of Christ's deity, before we inquire 
into its real character. 

^'No one," says Origen, **taught the divinity of Christ so 
clearly as John, who has presented him to us, as saying, ^I am 
the light .of the world,' &c. "We may, therefore, boldly affirm, 
that as the Gospels are the first fruits (or the most excellent 
part) of the Scriptures, so the Gospel of John is the first fruits 
(or the most excellent part) of the Grospels."* "John," says 
Eusebius, "began (his Gospel) with the doctrine of the divini- 
ty of Christ, that having been reserved for him as the most 
worthy."t 

The following account is given by Epiphanius : "Wherefore 
the blessed John coming, and finding men employed about the 
humanity of Christ, &c., as coming last, for he was the fourth to 
write a Gospel, begins as it were, to call back the wanderers, and 
those who were employed about the humanity of Christ, and to 
say to them. Whither are you going ? Whither are you walking 
who tread a rough and dangerous path ? &c It is not so. The 
God, the Word, which was begotten of the Father from above^ 
is not from Mary only. He is not from the time of Joseph, he 
is not from the time of Salathiel, and Zorobabel, and David, 
ftnd Abraham, and Jacob, and Noah, and Adam; but 'In the be^^ 

vijfj ftapaaftjoas av-tov Xeyovf a, '£y<i> tlfii, t'o pmi tov xotf/iov, x. ^. X, f oX- 
p7ji!iov toi/ifvv iifitw ariapx^P' M^*' fiaocav ypo^xof tlvav fa fvcuyycXco, fcdf 
8fi ctkOyycX^wv aHa^xv* '^^ xtktoi 'Itoavyi^. Comment, in Jolian. Yol. ii p, 5 . 

spcif f ore H9ftt0t9fi/kayii9Pfji, Hist. Lib. iii. c. 84. p. 117. 
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ginnhig was the Word, and the Word was with Gfod, and the 
Word was God.'* 

^'If you enquire," says Ambrose, "concerning his (Christ's) 
celestial generation, read the Gospel of St. John."t 

"John the Apostle, whom Jesus loved," says Jerome, "wrote 
his Grospel the last of all, at the entreaty of the bishops of Asia, 
against Cerinthus, and other heretics, and especially the doc- 
trine of the Ebionites, then gaining ground, wko say that Christ 
had no being before he was bom of Maxy, whence he was com- 
pelled to declare his divine origin." % 

" If there be any other things," says Austin, " which intimate 
to the intelligent the divinity of Christ, in which he is equal to 
the Father, John almost alone has introduced them into his Gos- 
pel." "With open voice he declares that he is God, and was 
always with God, laying open the mystery of Grod."§ 

John, says Chrysostom, " alone taught the eternal and super- 



fisvovi Ttspi 'tfjv xaf (0 Xptorfov jtapovdiav, x. f. %, w; xa'toftiv iTJ^tiov tstap- 
f oj yap ovt'oj sva/yyt^-Xt^e-fat, ttp;^*'*'*^ ovaxoXftrf^i wj eiftsiv, Vowj rOjfw- 
fj^svta^j xai i^(Sxo'ki]fievovs rCipi 'tfjv xa/eca Xpttff ov Ttapovor.av; xai, Xiynv 
alfoti. X. t. X. IIoc ipspsa^Ej 7toi> paSt^vtSj ot fi^v tpax^tav udov xat axav' 
doXcod^ xab sis X0'(flM' ^spovdav fiabL^ovtsi] Avaxfi^atE. Ovx io'tiv ov- 
'ta^, oix iativ ario Mttpta^ fiovw 6 &so^ Xoyo;, o ix ftafpo^ di/co^cy ysysv- 
vijfievo^f ovx icftw aTto t'cov xp^^^^ 'iwtfi^^* *ov taytfj^ opfiaatovy ovx ictifiv 
oLTto iHw xpoviov 'XaTiO^vTjXy xav ZopojSajS?^^, xao Aa]3c$, xac 'A/3paa^^ xat 
^laxcdjS, xac N(0£^ xai ^Abafij dxx' iv apxv V^ ^ ^'Oyo;^ xat> o Xoyo$ ^v ftpoi 
'gov (dsovj xat, (dso^^v 6 Xoyoj* Haer. 69; Opera, Tol. i, p. ^47. 

t At vero do cselesta generatione si qtiseris, lege evangellam sancti Joannis. 
Opera, vol. ii. p. 26. 

X Joannes apostolus qnem Jesus amavit plurimum etc. novissimus omnium 
scrlpsit evangelium, rogatus ab Asise episcopis, ad versus Cerinthum, alios- 
que haereticos et maxime tunc Ebionitarum dogma consurgens, qui asscrunt 
Christum ante Mariam non fnisse, undo et compulsus est divinam ejus nat- 
uram edicere. Op. vol. i. p. 273. 

^ El si qua alia sunt quoB Christi divinitatem, in qua sequalis est Fatri, 
recte inteiligentibus intiment, pcne solus Johannes in evangelio suo posuit : 
tanquam de pectore ipsins Domini, super quod discumbere in ejus convivio 
^olitus erat, secretum divinitatis ejus uberius et quodammodo familiarius bi- 
berit. Opera, vol. iv. p. 374. 
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celestial wisdom."* He "first lighted up the lamp of theology ; 
and all the most distant churches running to it, lighted up their 
lamps of theology, and returned rejoicing, saying, In the begin^ 
ning was the Wbrd,"'f Chrysostom represents the other sacred 
writers as persons who resembled " little children, hearing but 
not understanding what they heard, being engaged about cheese 
cakes and childish sports;"! while he says of John, that he 
taught " what the angels themselves did not know before he de- 
clared it."§ Of the other three evangelists he says : " They 
all treated of the fleshly dispensation, and silently, by his mira- 
cles, indicated his (Christ's) worth. But the dignity of the 
Word of God was hid, the arrows against the heretics were con- 
cealed, and the fortification to defend the right faith was not 
raised by the pious preaching. John, therefore, the son of 
Thunder, being the last, advanced to the doctrine of the "Word."! 
*' ^In the beginning was the Word." This doctrine was not pub- 
lished at first, for the world would not receive it. Wherefore 
Matthew, Mark, and Luke, began at a distance. When they 
began the preaching they did not immediately state what was be- 
coming his dignity, but what would suit their hearers. John, 
therefore, the Son of Thunder, last of all, advanced to the doc- 
trine of his divinity."1f 

■ — — ■- - - - ■ ■ ' ■! ■ I _ m 

^ Moi/o$ ^ijv (Uoiiiov xav vftspxoaiJLLOv (pi%o(Soi^i,av xtjpv^a^. Opera, vol 
iv. p. 374. 

t Ilpcdt'i; dt/a4'Ci<^a 'tov 'trjs c^soTjoyias %vzvoVf rCadav I'cov rtepatav ac £x- 
xX^/tfiac tipoi as SpafiovaaVf txad'trj 'trjv lavtijs ^^fiTtaba ifrjv ^soT^uw dv- 
•^•i^^j *** VTts at ps'^'S ;);ac^pov(ra, iv a^zv ^^ ^ %oyo^. Ibid. p. G04. 

tot ye aXkOf, xa^OTtsp to, Ttat^Bia fa fiixpa^ axovovet, fisvy ov% ttfacfv Be 
aatsp axovovdWy a^.Xa 7t£pt> rCXaxovvtas i7t'tovfjvt(Uy xat, d^pjuafa rCcuBwah. 
Op. vol. viii. p. 2. 

§ *A [MjBs ayysTiOc rtpiv »J tovtov ysvsa^v i^Bsi<sav. Ibid. 

jl Jlavts^ ovv ixapridc^v si^ tijv 'tfj^ oropxoj olxovofiiavj xat ^pefia ?t«j, fita 
^iw ^vfia'tcavy iyvdipL^ov 't'Tjv aimv. ^ExpvTtts'to 8s itv tov &£0V Xoyov 
d|i(djita. ^ExpvTi'ts'to Bs fa xafa fcoi/ atpcfixcov j3cXcd, xat> 'to 'trj <ip^; 
^o|«7? iitt.'tsi%tafia ovBsTto'ts i!^ xripvyuatL if7;s sv6s^ias iytjysp'to. ^liotw 
viji 'goivwy o vtoj ffljj ^pov'tri^y ffAfvfai-of, Tiap^i'^sv itit> fijv ^go^xvytav. 

Op. vol. vi. p. 173. 

1l 'Ev dp;jf|7 jjv 6 Jloyoj* ovx cv^v; 'tovifo ixijpv%^. Ov y(tp iz<^p^^ ^ 
XQOfAOS' ftaxpaat ^fuv m twvyyt%i,atat Maf^ato^; Mapxo; Aovxa;, of £ )7p~ 
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In the beginning was the Woj 
Go'l. and the WoM was God. 
ginning with God. 3. All thinj 
without him was not any thing 
him was life ; and the life was tl 
light shineth in darkness ; and t] 
it not. 6. There was a man senj 
John. 7. The same came for a 
the light, that all men through 
was not that Light, but was sent 
9. That was the true light, whi< 
comcth into the world. 10. He 
world was made bv him, and th( 
He came unto his own. and his 
Bat as many as receiv-^d him, to I 
come the Fons of Grod, even to thj 
13. Which were bom, not of bh 
flesh, nor of the will of man, but 
was made flesh, and dwelt amoi 
glory, the glory as of the only bc| 
of grace and truth. 15. John bai 
paving, This was he of whom I si 
me is preferrod before me ; for h\ 
of his fulness have all wo receiver 
For the law was given by Moses 
by Jesus Christ. 18. Ko man hi 
the only begotten Son, which is i{ 
he hath deelared him. 
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*FsaIm xzxiii. 6. Byt] 
zxxiii 9. For he make and it 

t2 CJor. iv. 6. For God, w 
Christ. 'Lighted.' Dr. Gajpc 
Belsham's Calm Inquiry, p. 3 

t The land of the Jews, a ] 
manifested in Jesus Christ. 

4 There is reason'for belie 
Luke, never call Jesus the only 
to denote the same thing. Seo 
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Paulinus says : " This same (John), at an advanced age, is 
said to have been the last to write his Gospel, the last, judging 
by the time of his book, but otherwise the first, since he alone, 
of the four rivers (the evangelists), takes his course from the 
highest fountain of the divine mind, and thunders from above, 
* In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, 
and the Word was God.' "* 

Theophylact, speaking of John as beginning with the divinity 
of Christ, says : "For whereas the others had made no mention 
of his existence as the Word of God before the ages, he taught 
that doctrine, lest the Word of God should have been thought to 
be a mere man."t He says that John wrote "lest men should 
think that Christ first came into existence, when he was bom 
of Mary, and that he was not begotten of the Father before the 
ages."! 

I will only add to this evidence, that St. John received from 
some of the fathers the title of Theologos^ or Divine^ from his 
supposed zeal for the preexistence and divinity of Christ.§ — 
This appellation, applied to John, will be observed by the read- 
ers of the common English Bible, on opening the book of Rev- 



apfio^ovta Tfoif dxpocojitf votj* ^Icaavvrji totwv o -ucoj 'tri^ ^povti^s I'fXcvf aco$ 
fiaprjT^sv iTtc 'trjv ^EoXoyiaV Op. vol vi. p, 171. 

* Idem ultra omnium tempora apostolorum, aetato produeta, postremus ev- 
angclii scriptor fuisse mcmoratur etc., ultimus auctor, in libri tempore, sed 
primus in capite sAcramenti, quippe qni solus c qiiatuor fluminibus ex ip- 
so summo divini capitis fonto dccurrcns, do nubo sublimi tonat: In prin- 
cipio erat vcrbum, et verbum erat apud DemUj et Deus erat verbum. Ad- 
Amandum. p. 213. 

t '£7t£& yap oc dxxot ovx ifivrjd^aav ftspc 'trj^ rcpo aicavcav vrCap^sa^ 'tov 
©f ov Xoyov, a-Otoj t^foXoyfl^cfs Ttipi tavtr^^, iva firj vofiLO^siij 6 I'ov 0£ov 3U>- 
yoj 4^^^ di'^pw^toj eivai. lu Matt.Pref. i. pp. 1, 2. 

t Acoj fifv i^v firj Tto'te T'tvcj ;j;ajuat7t€t'£tj xac firjSev v-^Xov vo'/jcfai ^vva/t* 
svot, vofit^cacfb iffyv ;^pKyroi/ fOT'e rCpcu'tov £tj vrCap^iv ix'^eiv off drto Mapca^ 
iyeiir^^j xav ovx^ ^po atwi/wv ix iov Ilaf poj yave^vaf^. In Johan. c. i, 
vol. i. p. 553. 

§ Priestley's Early Opinions, vol. iii. pp 123, 124. Cave's Lives of tlie A- 
postle3,p. 127. Lond. 1694. 
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elation, which will be found to be entitled, * The Bevelation of 
St. John the Divine,^ 

It is the Introditction to St. John's Gospel that has been made 
the principal ground of the opinion, that the Apostle wrote to 
prove the deity of Christ. "We may, therefore, properly confine 
our observations to this point : * In the beginning was the Word,' 
&c. 

And in objection to the view of the Trinitarian fathers, I 
would put a simple question : why did not John, if he meant to 
declare plainly the deity of Jesus Christ, introduce his gospel 
with saying, ^ In the beginning was the Son, and the Son was 
with the Father, and the Son was God as well as the Father,' 
instead of speaking of the * word,* which, to say the least of it, 
might be supposed to signify only the voice of God, even the 
word of his power ? Why did he not, had he been anxious to 
supply the deficiency of evidence for the deity of Christ in the 
other evangelical histories, state distinctly that his master had 
preexisted as God the Son in eternal communion with the Fa- 
ther and the Spirit ? This would have placed the doctrine of 
Christ's deity beyond the reach of controversy. But this John 
has certainly not done ; nor can this language be fairly construed 
into anything that approaches this meaning. 

But the true design of St. Jolui's Introduction can be shown. 
I think that the Apostle had two ends in view in it. First, to 
ascribe very high dignity to Jesus Christ, as the person in whom 
the word of God's wisdom and power dwelt, even that word 
which from eternity belohged to God, and was God himself; by 
which all things were created ; and in which light and life were 
contained. And, secondly, to confute the errors of a certain 
philosophy prevalent at the time that he wrote, viz., that besides 
God, there were other divine beings, such as the ^Creator of the 
Universe,' the *Word,' the Eon 'Light,' and the Eon 'Life,' &c.* 
In reply to this, but in an indirect manner, John has declared, that 
the Word, and the Creator, and God himself, are the same. 



*Michaelis' Introduction to the New Testament, Marsh's trans, vol. iii. 
part i ch. 7. sect. 5. 
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because it was through means of the *word' that all things were 
created, and this 'word' belonged to Grod, and was God himself. 
It is added that light was in the 'word/ and that this light was 
the life of men, in opposition to the notion of divine Eons, who 
were called 'Light,' *Life,' &c. 

Both of these objects must be taken into view, in order to ex- 
plain satisfactorily St. John's Introduction. 

If we look only to the last object, viz., that John wished to 
confute a certain pernicious philosophy, prevalent in his time, 
without having also another intention, we detract from his char- 
acter as an evangelist* For an evangelist should not be thought 
to have written any part of his history of Christ for the benefit 
of his own time only, but also for succeeding generations, though 
he might confute temporary errors by oral admonition or by 
epistle. On this account Dr. Lardnor cannot be persuaded that 
John wrote in any way in his Gospel against errors of his time.* 
But this is going too far on the other side ; for John might thus 
write in an indirect manner, having another more direct object 
in view, viz., the declaration of the dignity of Christ as the 
bearer of the word of God ; and this is what I believe him to 
have done. 

On the other hand, if we reflect only on the Jirst object, viz., 
that John wished to ascribe dignity to Christ, as the bearer of 
the word of God, (without taking his other intention into view,) 
it may be asked, why the Apostle uses such a string of terms 
as 'the word,' 'light,' 'the life,' 'darkness,' &c., and why he uses 
them without explanation, bringing them in abruptly ? To ac- 
count for this I must suppose that John intended (indirectly) the 
confutation of certain errors where, as we shall show, this phra- 
seology was employed. 

These remarks prepare the way for a more full consideration 
of St. John's Introduction under the two aspects now mention- 
ed. I need only further premise, that the terms 'he,* and 'him,' 
used in connexion with the ^wordy in the common English Bi- 
ble, must be changed into 'it,' in order to suit my interpreta- 

* Lardner*8 Works, vol. iii. pp. 239, 340. 
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tion. But tliis is lawful; for those Greek term*, which, in the 
common Bible, are here translated *he,' and *him,' may with equal 
propriety be rendered *it;' nor is there any reason why the lat- 
ter translation should not be preferred, if it bo necessary to the 
sense.* 

I. Viewing John, then, in the first place, as having intended 
to begin his history of Christ with an account of his dignity, as 
the bearer of the word of God, the following observations are 
warranted. 

1. The expressions in the two first verses, Hhe word was with 
God,' or belonged to him, and *the word was God' himself, 
though at first they seem strange according to this view, (but 
they are much more strange according to the Trinitarian view,) 
will appear sufficiently natural on a little examination. An 
American writer has given a parallel case, which, so far as I can 
remember, is as follows : 'In the beginning of the war of Inde- 
pendence^ there was a hope to America, and that hope was with 
Washington, and that hope was Washington.' Here the same 
person is said to have had the hope of American freedom lodged 
with him, and to have been himself that very hope ; a method 
of expression, which does not differ in the least from that in 
John's Introduction. And the Apostle has used similar lan- 
guage in other parts of his writings : "Love is of God," and 
••God i$ love." 1 John iv. 7, 8 ; "as he (God) is in the Hght," 
and "God is light." 1 John i. 7, and i. 5. 

2. Various texts of the Old Testament may be brought to il- 
lustrate St. John's statements concerning the word, supposing 
him to have meant simply the word of Gt>d'8 wisdom and power. 
Is it said by John that this word was in the beginning (or from 
eternity) with God ? We find in Psalm cxix. 89. "For ever, 
O Lord, thy loord is settled in heaven," that is, the word of 
God's omnipotence which endures from eternity to eternity. Is 
it declared that all things were made through means of the word ? 
We find in Psalms xxxiii. 6. "By the word of ihe Lord were 



♦Principal Campbell has employed the pronoun 'it' in his trans laf ion of 
verses 2d, 3d, 4tli, and 5tli; and this liberty he has ably defended. See his 
work on the four Gospels, vol. ii. p. 407 ; vol. iii p. 282. 
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the heavens made, and all the host of them by the breath of his 
mouth ;" cxlviii. 5. "For he commanded^ and they were created ;" 
xxxiii. 9. "For he spake and it was done, he commanded and it 
stood fast/' Is it said that the word contained light, and that 
this light came unto its own land ? It is the land of the Jews 
which is referred to, a land which had been favoured in a most 
peculiar manner with the presence of Grod'sword, and with the 
light thereof; "The word of the Lord that came to Jeremiah," 
Hhe word oi the Lord came expressly to Ezekiel," "the word^ 
of the Lord that came unto Hosea," "the word of the Lord that 
came unto Joel," &c., &c. ; and we read in Psalm cxlvii. 16. 
"He sheweth his word unto Jacob, his statutes and his judgments 
unto Israel." 

3. By regarding the evangelist as having meant by the 'word' 
not a being or person existing from eternity, and then uniting 
with Jesus Christ, but simi)ly the word of Grod's wisdom and 
power, which enabled Jesus Christ, being a man, to speak and 
act like dne having divine authority, we reconcile St. John's tes- 
timony with that of the other three evangelists. These describe 
Jesus merely as a man, who ate and drank, who was hungered 
and fatigued, who suffered, died, and was buried, and who de- 
rived all his knowledge and power from God. Now why should 
John be thought to have revealed more than this ? to have 
taught that Christ was the second person of a three-one God .'* 
an eternally existing divinity? Why should the testimonies 
of Matthew, Mark, and Luke, be stigmatized as grossly imper- 
ect by the hypothesis, that it was left to John to exhibit a most 
important discovery concerning Christ, which they had almost 
or altogether forgotten to mention ? 

4. The view which I have given of the *word' of God agreed 
with what John has himself declared conc^vmng the object of his 
Gospel. John xx. 30, 31. "And many other signs truly did Je- 
sus in the presence of his disciples, which are not written in this 
book : but these are written that ye might believe, that Jesus is 
the Christ, the Son of God ; and that believing ye might have 
life through his name." He does not say, that he wrote to 
prove that Jesus pre-existed as God the TVord, or God the Son, 
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.equal to Grod the Father, but only to show that he was the 
Okriity or anointed of God, and the Son of Grody being the ob- 
ject of His choice and affection, obedient to His will, and iul- 
'filling the offices to which he had raised him. Nor can it be 
said that the title ^ Son of Grod,' (a very different title from ^God 
'the SoQ,') conveys the notion of Christ's deiti/. It seems to 
•have been used as much the same with the epithet 'Christ.' 
When our Iiord asked his disciples whom they thought him to 
be ? we learn from Mark, (viii, 29,) that "Peter answereth and 
■fiaith unto him, Thou art the Christ" According to Luke, (ix. 
8p.) "Peter answering said. The Christ of God:' While by 
Matthew's account, (xvi. 16,) "Peter answered and said. Thou 
art the Christ, the Son of Grod.'* Either the three evangelists 
'have given reports that are at variance, or we must reconcile 
ihem by supposing that ^he Christ,* 'the Christ of God,* and 
*the Christ the Son of the living Gk>d,' are nearly equivalent ex- 
pressions. Luke xxii. 67. "Art thou the Christ^ teU us." 70. 
«Art thou then the San of Gk)d?" Mark i. 1. "The beginning 
of the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of Grod." Luke iv. 41. 
<*Thou art Christ, the Son of Grod." John i. 49. "Thou art the 
Son of Grod; thou art the King of Israel.** Li all these cases 
I have no doubt that the epithets ' Christ,^ *Son of God,' and 
^King of Israel,* had a very close similarity of meaning. 

5. That the Hrprd' mentioned by John had no personality dis- 
tinct from God himself, but was simply His word of power, waa 
the opinion of the ancient Unitarians, as I before mentioned (p. 
48.) Tertullian confesses that it was the <:ase with Praxeas, 
who would not allow the 'word' to be distinct from the Father, 
but asked' "What is a word but an expression, and the sound of 
the voice ?"* Hippolytus, writing against Noetus, says : "But 
you will tell me, that I am mentioning something strange, when 



* Non vis enim emu substantiTiiin habere in re per sabstantife proprietat* 
em, at res et persona qnadam videri possit, et ita capiat secondos a Deo con- 
stitntos, dnos efflcere, Patrem et Filiom, Beam et sermonem. Quid est enim 
dices sermo, nisi vox, et sonos oris % Ad Prax. cap. vii. p. 638* Ap Lard- 
»er, vol. iv. p. 678. 
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1 call the <word' the Son.*'* Ambwjse says; **that the ertof of 
^Sbfe/ZtWliiy^iiiinakang' the* Father and- the *\^ord- tO' be the' 
dame/'t Epiphanius connects together Noetutj SahelliuSy and- 
Paul of SamoscUU; as believing that the *word* had no exist' 
ence distinct from Grodi Referring to Paul of Samosata, he' 
says : *^e maintained that the *word' of Grod and -the ^spirit* of 
€l^od had always eadsted' in Grod, just as reason exists- in the 
lieart of man, which was always the opinion of Sabellins, Noetus, 
and others/'|; Eusebius, writing against Marcellus^ says, that 
**he acknowledged the 'word,' but confessed it to beamcre t^ortfj 
like the word of any man, but not the living and personal Son/'S 
^ Chrysostom says, that ^^MarceUus and Photinus said that the 
word of Grod was the energy of God, not a personal existence, 
and that this (energy) entiered into the descendant of David.*'|' 
Epiphanius also represents Photinus as acknowledging that- 
**the word of Grod existed from the beginning, but that it was 
not the Son begotten of GU)d."T 

The notice here of these opinions is useful, in so far as it 
shows the antiquity of the view which I have been explaining, 
and the harmony and consistency of early Unitarianism. 

XL Let us consider the Introduction in a second point of' 
view, as directed against a pernicious species of philosophy 

* ^AKk ipsi fjLOf, Tfi^i' Iff 01/ ^epE(^, %oyov Xcyuv vlov. ^ Hipp, contr. Noet. 
p. 16. • 

tNeqnO) tct SabellhiS) Patrem confandamas et Verbam. Ambrose, apud 
Lardner, vol. i. p. 619. 

X 'Sv 0«9 $£ ace dvta ^op aui'tw Xoyov, xae to ftPtvfMk aifov, £»aftfp iv 
w^iOTtw xaf>dif 6 iBios Xoyo(. fMi tlva^ 6s tov vlov f ov 0£Ov iwftoatafotiff 
aMU» iv avi'9 0£f» Ci$jttp ofuXsv X9,i o 2a/3e^X(o;, xa&^o Naix»f o$^ xcu 6 Noi^ 
*oj, xoA dwiot. Vol. i* p. 608 

4 '^I'Kov yop^ xOii t'9 di'^pM^e(9 >/>y9 ojuo&oy o^;|;fr 6t vlov aXfj^^ ^cuvtth 
xai v^sO'tfd'taf tw ;tpMff w stvax ofioXoysvv i^sXsi. Euseb. contr. Marcel- 
lam. Ub. i. p. 119. 

li MapxeXJLoj o FoXot'i;;, xav ^«f ttvoj, xat X(o^povio$ iXeyov fov Xoyoy 
tw 9iov hspystofif tlpatj ovx o^aiav ivvftoata'top' tavtfpf 6v ivoixricfa* toy 
ix atipim'toi Aal3t6. Opera vol. ii. p. 591. 

H Kac owfoj ^fic eivai tov Xoyw aft^ ^XVh '**'"*•* *^*' *^ ®*^ ytytV' 
vfjfik€vov«» ti X. ^ip* Opera» p. 881. 
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prevalent at the time of its composition. I refer to the philos- 
ophy of the Gnostics, being a class of persons who derived their 
name from their pretensions to communicate to mankind the 
true gnosis* or knowledge of the Supreme Being, of the origin 
of evil, and of all that concerned the existence, conduct, and 
happiness of men. 

It is not material to our present study to know whether this 
sect of persons, when John wrote his gospel, (about A. D. 68,) f 
consisted altogether oi heathens, or included also a body of Chris- 
tians. But it is my opinion that there were Christian Gnostics 
at that period, because there are allusions to such persons in 
epistles written by Paul before John drew up his history.J 

It was the basis of the Gnostic philosophy, that all matter 
was essentially evil, and an annoyance to what was spiritual ; 
but that God, on the other hand, was a benevolent Being, per- 
fectly free Jrom evil, § 

That John, in an indirect manner, combatted this philosophy, 
is proved by three considerations. 

1. The terms which he uses, as the *word,* 'light,' 'the life,' 
were, as I have said, terms which "w^ere employed as the common 
phraseology among the Gnostics. We do not find such a string 
of terms in the other gospels. But John, living at Ephesus, 
where these words had been brought into notice, doubtless took 
them up in order to oppose the philosophy of which they were 
the nomenclature. II 

2. Several positions which John lays down are actually in an- 
tithesis to positions of the Gnostics. 

(1.) The Gnostics entertained tlie idea of a Divine Being 
distinct from Gel and inferior to hiu , called the 'word.' In op- 
position to this, JoLii leclares that tlie word was not a distinct 
being, but helonged to God. and was God himself. 



-" ^.lu.-i.cim, \-j\. 1. p. i;.> 
t Lardner. vol, iii. p. 229. 

X Col. ii. 8. 1 Tim. vi. 20. 1 Tim. 4. Titas iii. 9. 2 Tim. ii. 18. 1 
Cor. XV. 12, &c. 
^Morhcim, vol. i. p. 86. 
)1 Michaelir>, vol. ill part i. p. 279 ot seq. Priestley, Ear. Op. voL 1. p. l$li 
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(2.) As a consequence of their fundamental doctrine, that all 
matter is essentially evil, while God is a Being of perfect benev- 
olence, the Gnostics held a peculiar opinion concerning creation. 
Thej said that creation was wt the work of God himself, but of 
a being less perfect than God,* who might, consistently with 
his imperfect nature, employ himself in the composition and ar- 
rangement of material objects, (which were all essentially evil,) 
a work in which the all-benevolent God could not properly en- 
gage. In opposition to this view of a Creator, different from 
God the Almighty Father, John declares that it was God him- 
self} who made all things through means of his own word of 
power. 

(3, 4.) It was a part of the Gnostic philosophy that there 
were various Eons, or Emanations from the Supreme Mind, two 
of which were called Life and Light, f In reply to this, we are 
informed by John, that whatever was understood by life lay en- 
tirely in the word of God, and that this life was the light of 
men, there being no distinct Eons bearing these names. 

(5.) The Gnostics probably had some peculiar tenet concern- 
ing darkness.}: If they had, John turns aside their opinion by 
stating that what he knew about the darkness amounted simply 
to its not having detracted from the lustre of the light of God. 

Professor Michaelis has carried out this view of counter-po^ 
sitions to the Gnostic philosophy to a very considerable length 
in his Introduction to the New Testament. My readers must 
consult this work, if they wish to decide for themselves how far 
further this view ought to be extended,§ 

Notice, however, must be taken here of a statement which 
John ho 3 made, which is not opposed to the Gnostics in general, 
bnt to aaother class, who may have been tinged in some poinCs 
with this philosopiiy. "He (John the Baptist) was not that 
light," or the bearer of that light. Ver. viii. Had any one said 
tb?.t John the Baptist w;a5 that light ? Ic appears so. It ap- 
pears that a body of men then existed, who behevcd in John 



* Mosheim, vol. i. p. 86. Michaelis, vol. iii. part i. p. 291. 

t Ibid, pp- 292, 293. X Ibid, p. 299. § Ibid, pp. 287, 302. 
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the Baptist as the Messiah, or light <^ the world.* Agtunst 
these the evangelist probably penned verse 8th» This sect, who 
were called Sabiaiis, which signifii^^Baptists, are still in exist- 
ence in the East, holding their p^ealiar faith. f 

3. We have the testimony of Iren<Bu»^ that John wrote against 
the Gnostics in his Introduction. I stated, (p. 9,) that this 
father was a disciple of Polycarp, one of John's immecUate fol- 
lowers (p. 25.) He believed the deity of Christ, but confessed' 
him to have been inferior to God, his Father, (pp. 29, 30.). 
But this belief, whether it induced him or not always to attach 
personality to the 'word' in John's Introduction does not weaken 
his testimony to its having been composed in opposition to the 
Gnostics, for he might have his own view as to the manner of 
opposition. Irenaeus says : "John the disciple of the Lord, diBsir- 
ing by the publication of his gospel to root out the error which 
had been sown among men by Cerinthus,} and sometime before 
by those who are called Nicolaitans,§ who are a branch of that 
science, which is falsely so called, that he might confute them, 
and satisfy all, that there is one God, who made all things by 
his word, and not as they say one who is tiie Creator of the 
universe, and another the Father of the Lord> &;c. &c., the dis- 
ciple, therefore, of the Lord, wishing to cut oflf these errors, and" 
to appoint a rule (^ truth in the church, that there is One God 
Almighty, who by his word made all things visible and invisi- 
ble : declaring also that by the word by which God finished the 
creation, by the same word he bestowed salvation upon those- 
who were in the creation, begins his doctrine which is accord<- 
ing to the gospel : 'In the beginning was the word,'*' &c. H 

1_^ JJJ ■ I J ■_ ■■ ■ -L ■ ■ Jl 1_L -_J I ■ I I l-LI If 11 ■ I 1 W -a^^KI -^ T T —---■■- . . -^^— ^— ^^-^— ^^— ^— ^— ^-^ 

*Michaeli8, vol. ili. part i. pp. 285, 294, et seq. flbid, pp. 385^ 287 

X A leader among tiie Gnostics.- 4 Gnostics. 

jl Hanc fidem annuntians Johnnes Domini discipulos, volons per evangelii- 
annontiationem auferre eum, qui a Cerintho inseminatus erat hominibos er- 
rorem, et multo prius ab his qui dicuntur Nicolaitae, qui sunt rulsio ejus, 
quae falso cognominatur scientia, ut confunderet eos et suaderet eos, qnoni- 
am unus Deus qui omnia fecit per yerbum suum, et non quemadmodum illi 
dicunt, alterum quidem Fabricatorem, alium autem Patrem Domini etc. 
Omnia igitur talia circumscribere volens discipulus Domini, et regulam ver- 
itatis constituere in ecdesia, quia est unus Deus omnipotens, qui per rerbum 
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II. OF ST JOHN'S FIRST EPISTLE, 

In meDtioning the opinion that John penned certain expres- 
sions in his First Epistle against Unitarians, I do not mean to 
say that this view concerning these expressions was entertain- 
ed by any one before the end of the second century, or the be- 
ginning of the third. Irenaeus, between the middle and the end 
of the second century, wrote a large work against heresy, in 
which he has quoted St John's First Epistle, affirming distinct- 
ly that the antichrists which John opposed, and against whom 
all his expressions of hostility were directed, were the Gnostic 
Christians* This will appear from a passage in Irenseus, which 
will be shortly quoted with advantage. 

It is Tertullian who first states that John opposed two classes 
of what he esteemed to be heresy, the Gnostic, and that of Ebion* 
or the proper Unitarian. He says that when John alluded to 
those who denied that Christ had come in thefieshy he meant the 
Gnostics, but that he meant the doctrine of Ebion, when speak, 
ing of those persons who thought that Jesus was not the Son of 
God.f 

In answer to this view I ought strictly to confine my remarks 
to John's allusions to a disbelief in the Son of God, passing by 
the other controversial expressions as on all hands admitted to 
have been directed, not against Unitarians, but against the 
Gnostics. 

But I must deviate from this course, and consider both cases, 
for a particular reason. Dr. Horsley, in his controversy with 

8aam omnia fecit, et Tisibilia et invisibilia : significans qaoqne qaoniam per 
Terbum per quod Detu perfecit conditionem in hoc et salatem his qui in con- 
ditiono sunt prestitit hominibns : sic inchoavit in ea que est secundum evan- 
gelium doctrina. In principio erat verbum, etc. Adv. Haer. lib. iii. cap. 11 . 

*For an explanation concerning Ebion, see page 98. 

t At in epistola eos maxime antichristos vocat, qui Christum negarent in 
came Tenisse, et qui non putarent Jesum esse filium Dei. Illud Marcion 
hoc Ebion yindicayit, — ^Hsec sunt, ut arbitror, genera doctrinarum adnlte- 
rinanim, qua sub apostolis fuisse ab ipsis apostolis discimus. De Pro. Hssrt 
wet. a3, 34. 



80 

Dr. Priestley, admitting that the expressions about Christ's hav- 
ing come in the flesh referred solely to the Gnostics,* neverthe- 
less affirmed that they implied on the part of the writer a belief 
in the pre-existing divinity of Christ, and a censure on Unita- 
rianism.t 1 John iv. 1, 2, 3. "Beloved, believe not every spirit, 
but try the spirits whether they are of God ; because many false 
prophets are gone out into the world. Hereby know ye the 
Spirit of God, Every spirit that confesseth that Jesus Christ is 
come in the flesh is of God. And every spirit that confesseth 
not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh, is not of God ; and 
this is that spirit of Antichrist, whereof ye have heard that it 
should come ; and even now already is it in the world." Dr. 
Horsley thinks that the remarks which occur in these verses con- 
cerning Christ's having come in the flesh, implied the notion of 
a pre-existent state, from which Christ might have come in some 
other way than in the flesh, but from which he actually came in 
the flesh. Otherwise Dr. Horsley believes that John's phrase- 
ology was nugatory.J For he argues that no respectable writer, 
speaking of any one who, as a mere man, did not possess the 
power of coming otherwise than in the flesh, would have said of 
this person that he had actually come in the flesh, such an ex- 
pression, being altogether unnecessary concerning a human 
being, who had not the choice of two different ways of coming. 
Now I grant that no respectable writer, that no writer having 
common sense would, in ordinary circumstances, have said 
of any man concerning whom he wrote, that he had come 
in the flesh, or (which is the same thing) that he was truly a 
human being. But there is a chance of peculiar circumstances 
in which this might have been said, not only without censure? 
but with approval. If it were affirmed by a numerous body of 
piersons, and in the most open and persevering manner, that the 
object ef a writer's memorial, being a man, had not come in the 
flesh, or was not truly a human being, what should the writer in 
vindication say concerning Lim of whom he wrote, but that he 
was actually a man, that he did actually come in the flesh ? 
But this is precisely the object of John's remarks. The * Gnos- 

♦Dr. Horsley's Tracts, p. 120. tibid, pp. 120. 121. t Ibid. p. 128 
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tic Christians denied that Oiriflt had come in the flesh i John 
censures this erroneous opinion, and in opposition to it recom* 
mends the truth that Jesus Christ was properly a man. Di*. 
Horslej knew this ; and confessed this ; yet affirmed neverthe- 
less that John's expressions about Christ's coming in the fieth 
are not sufficiently accounted for, without involving the condem- 
nation of Unitarianism.^ 

That my readers may know more satisfactorily the weakness 
of Dr. Horsley's view, I will lay down a few hints on the opin- 
ion of the Gnostics concerning Christf I have already men- 
tioned fat page 55,^ that the basis of the Gnostic philosophy 
was a belief that all matter was essentially evil, and an an- 
noyance to whatever was spiritual ; but that G^d was a being 
entirely free from evil. And as a consequence of this, I men- 
tioned (at page 56,) that the Gnostics thought that the world 
was not made by God himself, a perfectly benevolent Spirit, but 
by another and less perfect Creator. A second consequence 
will now be stated , bearing immediately on our present subject. 
The Gnostics expected that the all-benevolent God would send 
a Divine messenger, who sh* uld be a purely spiritual being, 
one of the Eons out of His Wkt^^cd/ia, or fullness, for the purpose 
of delivering mankind irom their subjection to the evils that 
result from matter. When, therefore, some of them saw or 
heard of the miracles of our Saviour, and could not resist the 
conviction that he was ordained by God, performing wonders by 
God's power, they found themselves compelled, on confessing 
his claims as the expected means of their deliverance, either to 
renounce the opinion, which led them to expect a purely spirit" 
ual Eon, or else to reconcile our Saviour's circumstaiices with 
their pre-conceired and still-loved view. Accordingly they took 
the latter alternative. They invented the hypothesis, that Jesui 
of Nazareth, the person who taught, wrought miracles, lived a 
life of holiness and piety, suffered, died, and rose agam, was not 

*Dr. Horeeley's Tracts, pp. 120, 121. 

t Drawn after a comparison of what has been written on this smbjeo bv 
Mosheim, Lardner, Michaelis^ Priestley, and Horseley himself : and among 
the i^lcieat• by Irentttu. 
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actually the Christ, but rather a shrine or receptacle, in whiofe 
the Christ, a Divine Eon, who was entirely spiritual, dwelt for, 
a certain portion of time. Some of them said that Jesus of 
IsTazareth, the shrine in which the Christ dwelt, was a human 
being ; these were they who whatever was their name at first, 
were soon called Cerinthians, after their principal guide, Cerin- 
thus. Others said that Jesus of Nazareth, the mask under 
which the Christ dwelt, was a phantom, or human being in ap- 
pearance ; these were the Docetes. But both equally denied 
that the Christ, or Divine Eon, had come in the flesh. Both 
maintained that the Christ was an invisible spiritual being 
while that which was visible, whether a man or a phantom, was 
only Jesus of Nazareth. Against both parties, most probably* 
St John \vroie, declaring that Christ had actually come in the 
flesh, was actually a man, and not a spiritual Eon, which mere- 
ly dwelt for a short time, whether in connexion with a man or 

with a phantom. 

Let us now review St John's commendations of a belief in 

'the Son of God,' commendations which were called forth, as I 
think, like his other remarks which we have considered, in con- 
sequence of the heresy of the Gnostics. 1 John iv. 15. "Who- 
soever shall confess that Jestis is the Smi of God, Grod dwelleth 
in him, and he in Grod." Ch. v. 5. "Who is he that overcometh 
the world, but he that believeth that Jesus is the Son of God f 
Ver. 10. "He that believeth on the Son of God hath the 
witness in himself; he that believeth not Grod hath made him a 
liar ; because he believeth not the record that Gt>d gav^ of his 
SoTf." Ver. 12. "He that hath the Son hath life; and he that 
hath Twt the Son of God hath not life." Both the Cerinthians 
and the Docetes affirmed that Jesus of Nazareth was a mere 
receptacle in which the Christ dwelt, as I have said, and not the 
Christ himself, who was a spiritual being. Now it was to the 
Christ, thus distinguished from Jesus, that these Gnostics at- 
tached all their ideas of glory, including the title of Son of God. 
It followed, therefore, that they must deny that Jesus, the mere 
receptacle of the Christ, was the Son of God, confining that 
name to the Divine Eon. And this denial they certainly made* 
They said that the Christ was the Son of God, but that Jesui 
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WAS not ; thus provoking the rebuke of the Apostle John^ as . 
against persons who were in reality disbelieving the Son of 
GocL* 

This view is proved by John's Epistle itself, and ecclesiasti- 
cal, history bears it out. That it was those who separated the 
Christ from Jesus who also denied the Son of God, according to 
John, is proved by two verses in his Epistle, chap. v. ver. 1 , 
** Whosoever believeth that Jesus is the Christ is bom of God :'' 

9 

ver. 5. "Who is he that overcometh the world, but he that be- . 
lipveth that Jesus is the So7i of GodV* It is evident from these • 
tyjp verses that a belief, that Jesus of Nazareth was the Christ 
apd not a different person, was thought by John to be synony- 
mous with the belief, that Jesus was the Son of God and not a 
different person. This view is also suggested by chap. ii. ver. 
22. "Who is a liar but he that denieth that Jesus is the Christ? 
IJe is antichrist that denieth the Father and the Son" 

I shall now quote from Irenaeus the passage which I before 
promised, to prove that in his opinion those persons who denied 
that Jesus was the Christ were the same with those who denied 
that he was the Son of God, being the Gnostics, who separated 
the Christ, the Son of God, from Jesus ; and also to prove that 
those who denied Jesus to be the Christ, and to be the Son of 
God, were the same with those who disbelieved that the Christ, 
the Son of God, had come in the flesh, being the same Gnostics 
who separated their Eon Christ, the Son of God, from Jesus of 
Nazareth. Irenaeus thus writes : "The Gospel acknowledges no 
other vSon of Man, except him who was born of Mary, and who 
suffered. It knows nothing of the * ChrisV flying from Jesus pre- 
vious to his passion. It knows only him who was bom, viz., 
Jesus J the Christy the Son of God, who, still the same person, 
suffered and rose again from X\\^ dead ; as John the disciple of 
the Lord conflrms, saying, *But these are written that ye might 
believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God; and that be- 
lieving ye might have life through his name ;'t guarding against 
those blasphemous doctrines which divide the Lard as much as 

"^ See Miehselis' Introd. vol. iv. pp. 409, 4ia 
tJofan zx. 81. 
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century. It has been rpjected as sparious by many of the mbst 
learned divines of Europe, Trinitarian, Arian, and Unitarian* 
See the evidence against its genuineness in the accompanying 
map. 



CHAPTER V. 

Of the REAL sources of Trimtartanism, and in particular the 
influences of the Greek Philosophy on the minds oj speculating 
Christian writers. 

I have little doubt that a vague^ unguarded^ undiscriminating 
veneration for Jesus Christ was one cause which contributed to 
his deification, (an important step in the construction of Trini- 
tarianism). How many men in ancient times, who did service 
to their contemporaries, and were eminently raised by their 
virtues, talents, or even successes, above ot hers, were elevated by 
their unthinking admirers to the dignity of gods? Was not this 
the origin ofthe Greek Mythology ? It is not, then, to be won- 
dered at, that Jesus of Nazareth, who spake as "never man 
spake,*' who did miracles such as no other person was enabled by 
God to perform, and whose life, death, resurrection, and ascension, 
were one grand chain of marvels, should be thought by his follow- 
ers, in an age, and in ages, subsequent to his disappearance from 
earth, to have been much more than a son of man, when it was 
forgotten, or but slightly called to mind, who it was by whose 
power Jesus Christ was capacitated to be what he was. 

1 say that I consider a vague and undiscriminating admira- 
tion of Jesus Christ to have been one cause of the notion of his 
deity ; a notion which interferes with the prerogative of the 
Almighty Father, and destroys the justness of our conceptions 
of Him. Bui whose fault was this? Was the doctrine of the 
deity of Christ a /atV inference fi'om his miracles and virtues? 
Not at all. Because the sun gives light and heat, fructifies the 
seed of the earth, causes the bud of spring, the flower of summer, 
and the fruits of autumn to appear, and confers happiness on 
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the human race, it is not surelj right to infer, although the in- 
ference has been drawn by millions, that the sun is a god, or the 
God of the universe. Ought the sun, then, to Have been re- 
moved from his place to have prevented the Persian from build- 
ing temples to his honor ? If not, we cannot blame the miracles 
of Christ, or regret their performance, although the multitude of 
his professed followers have, from an early period, thoughtlesslj 
enough, made this one ground for exalting him into comparison, 
more or less, with that Supremo being, by whose power, em- 
ployed through Jesus Christ, the miracles were really done.* 
Men must reflect, and retract their wrong opinion, loosely form- 
ed. And no doubt after it shall have been withdrawn, Chris- 
tians will not again fall back on such an error ; being taught by 
past experience to discriminate wisely. Correct opinions and 
conduct in individuals in all the walks of ordinary life, are the 
results oi time and of experience, often after Inany errors. 
Even so is it with the most important views and feelings of the 
masses of men. But truth will, in the course of time, prevail, 
and reap all the security of Sijiral triumph. 

Along with a vague admiration of Christ's power and merit, 
some portion oi false shames on being reviled by their enemies 
as the disciples of a crucified man, must have had an influehce 
on many of the early Christians, to induce them to form an 
opinion of their master having pre-existed as a Divine Intelli- 
gence. "We know that to the 'Jews Christ crucified was "a 
stumbling-block, and unto the Greeks foolishness." Therefore, 
a desire on the part of those who professed his name, to exalt 
him above the reproach of crucifixion, might instigate them to 
fancyy and then to assert him to have been a divine being or 
person, whose human nature only suffered. 
. Nor were there wanting some things in Scripture to counte- 
nance this view of a pre-existing divinity in Christ; the minds 
of interpreters being first prepared for such speculation. For 

scripture has been construed to suit the thoughts of many in- 

^"~^^-^~~" ■ ' 111 ■ ■ — — ^— ■ ■^— — ^ 

*Jeau» of Nazare0i, a man approved of God among you by mirocZes, and 
wonders, and signs, which QoD did by him in the midst qfyou^ as ye your - 
sdvss also know. Acts ii 22. 
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nattipc of tbe Gnoitie philosophy, which, cren in thethneofthfr 
apostles, was operating to the disadvantage of Christianitj. 
But we are now to take a view of the influence of tmother, viz.. 
the Pseudo-Platonic, which actually succeeded in marring the 
doctrine of the Gospel in its acceptation by the ebnrch. The 
points in this philosophy which assisted in the formation of 
Trinitarianism, may be stated under the three following heads. 
First, the doctrine of the pre-exisience of souls, in its application 
to Jesus Christ. Second, the doctrine of a Second Divine Prin- 
ciple, called the Mtnd or Reason of God, different from the Su- 
preme Deity. And third, the doctrine concerning the Soul of 
the world, as a Third Divine Principle. 

1. Plato himself had taught the opinion of the pre-existence 
cf all souls.* He maintained that the souls of men had been 
originally intended for celestial residences which God had as- 
signed for them ; but that (for some cause or other,) they were 
$ent down into human bodies as into a sepulchre or prison.f 
Plato was so stron^y impressed with this opinion, that he mad(> 
use of it as one of his arguments for a future life ; thinking that 
from the pre-ezistenee there was a strong probability in favour 
ot the future existence of souls. 

Now this notion of the pre-existence of souls was, from Plato,, 
communicated to bis followers, some of whom held it so late as 
the third and fourth centuries after Christ, as PMinus and 
Jamblichus among heathens,} and Origen and Lactantins among- 
philosophizing Christians.§ And if others of the latter class did 
not defend it as a truth, all were ceriainlj familiar with it as a 
part of Platonism and of their platonic education. 

What, then, I ask, was more likely than that this notion (of the 
pre-existcnce of the intelligent part of man^, since it was well 
known to philosophising Christians, should have been applied by 
them to the case of so extraordinary a person as Jesus Christ,, 
those who believed with Plato^ or who had even only learned 
#f him, inquiring whether anything in Christ had pre-existed in 

* Dr. Enfield*s History of Philosophy (on the basis of Bmcker's Hist* 
Crit. Philosophi»J, vol. i, p. 239. ed. 1819, 
1 1bid. X Ibid, TQl. u. pp. W, 69» \ Ibid, pp. 280, 243. 




A higher state than his bumble earthly condition? and how? 
that they might account for the Saviour^s miracles and purity 
of life, even though they should not again make use of the no- 
tion of the pre-^xiatence of souls in reference to any common 
ca&e. It is certain that Christ's pre-existence was a thought 
which came readily enough to the minds of philosophising Chris- 
tians in the second and third centuries, after it had been alto^ 
gether unknown in the apostolic age ; that is, as I should say, it 
came with sufficient ease to men acquainted with the Platonia 
idea of the pre-existence of souls, after a profound ignorance on 
the subject by those who were plain and unlearned followers of 
Jesus of Nazareth. 

2. Plato, who had taught the doctrine of One Great First 
Cause, who is above all things, and the Maker of the Universe, 
believed that his method of creation was conducted according to 
certain patterns, images, or ideas, existing from eternity in His 
own Mind.* The philosopher has occasion in his writings to 
speak very often of these patterns or ideas, and of the Divine 
Mind in which they eternally existed ; these subjects, indeed, 
forming an important part of his metaphysical system. But tho 
consequence of this frequent reference, and in obscure manner, 
to the Divine Mind, was the inference on the part of many of 
Plato's followers that their master taught the doctrine of a Second 
Divine Principle j called the Mind of God, or the Reason of God, 
distinct from God himself who was the First Great Cause, f 

Plato himself probably had no notion that this conclusion 
would be drawn ; nor has it, indeed, been inferred by his most 
respectable admirers, as Cicero, who was well qualified to judge 
on this subject, and Apuleius and Alcinous, who wrote com«> 
mentaries on Plato in the second and third centuries after 
Christ.^ But it was enough that the inference was a likely onei 
(owing to Plato's repetitions and obscurity of language,) to jus- 
tify many of his imaginative and fanciful disciples in drawing 

it ; among whom were some who became converts to Christian- 

■ ■ ' ' — — — i^ 

* Enfield, vol. i. pp. 233, 234. Priestley's Early Opinions, vol. i. p. S21. 
t Enfield, vol ii. pp. 88, 89. 

X I understand this from what Dr Enfield says in vol. i. pp. 229, 230 

See also, foir Plato's opinions, Priestley, Hi«t of Op. vol. I p. 320—340. 
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it J, still retaining an esteem and affection for Plato their first 
instractor. 

Concerning these last, I would ask, is it not likely that seek- 
ing to reconcile the doctrine (as they understood it) of Plato, 
their first master with that of Christ, their new one, they would 
endeavor to find, if possible, the Second Divine Principle of 
their Platonic system in the New Testament? It is known 
from their own testimony that they did thus act ; and it is alio 
kno ven that they satisfied themselves that they had found their 
Second^Principle in the *word* of God described by St John in his 
Introduction to his Gospel. For one of the terms which Plato 
uses in speaking of the mind of God is LOGOS ; and the same 
term, LOGOS, is what John employed in his Introduction to 
denote the word of God ; from which coincidence the philoso- 
phising Christians, rather than renounce their philosophy, infer- 
red from John, as they had before done from Plato, (and with- 
out sufficient reason from either,) the doctrine of a Second Di- 
vine Principle, or Person. 

3. Plato had held the notion that the world, after it was formed 
by God out. of primevial matter, received from its Architect a 
Soul, which was compounded of God's own substance and of 
matter ; meaning consequently, a created Soid,^ 

But Plato, in some parts of his works, when speaking of the 
world as animated by Soul, employs language of a higher and 
more dignified naturef than was suited to a principle composed 
of Spirit and of matter. Some of his disciples, therefore, con- 
cluded that he entertained the notion oftteo Souls, the one of 
.which was Mundane,X that is, inhabiting the world, (which was 
in reality Plato's idea,) and the other Super-mundane, being en- 
tirely of spiritual origin, and the Third principle in the Deity,§ 
(which was the addition of Plato's followers). 

Whether it was with a notion in their minds of the Mundane 
Soul or of the Super-mundane of Platonism, that philosophising 

Christians came to the study of the Scriptures, it would be dif- 

^ ■ ' ' ' ..11.11 II , »»— ^»— »^ 

* Enfield, vol. i. p, 236. 

f Br Cndworth*! Intellectttal System of the Universe, pp. 576/579. 

) lUd pp. 576 and 562. 4 Ibid. 
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fieult to say ; but I rather think that it was with the latter 
notion in ^ho case of most of them. It is certain that they in- 
terpreted the texts of Scripture, which introduce the spirit of 
Grod, the spirit, the holy spirit, to accord with the idea which 
they had formed as Platonists, concerning some Third PrincipU 
called the Soul or Spirit of the world. 

In order to form an adequate conception oi the force of a 
chimerical interpretation of Plato in giving birth to Trinitari- 
aaism, we ought to take some notice of the doctrine of the Trin- 
ity, as it was taught in one of the heatiien schools of Alexandria 
in the third and fourth centuries. Not that this school was igno- 
rant of the doctrine of the Christians ;* for it professed to borrow 
from all systems whatever was good in each, and on this account 
has been called the Eclectic, or selecting school of philosophy .f 
But its principl object of admiration was Plato ; its members 
called themselves followers of that master, from whose writings 
chiefly they undertook to prove their system.| The founder 
of this school, at the beginning of the third century, was Ammo- 
nius Saccas ; and some of the writings of four of its most emi- 
nent doctors, viz. Plotinus, Porphyry, Jamblichus, and Proclus 
still exist.! From the works of the first and last of these four 
Dr Cudworth, in his Intellectual System, has taken many quo- 
tations to exhibit their views of their own Trinity, at great 
length. By a reference to those quotations it will be learned, 
how boldly and unreservedly the doctrine of a Divine Trinity, 
founded on a loose interpretation of Plato, was taught in a school 
at Alexandria, not professing faith in the Christian religion. 

The Trinity of the Eclectic school may be thus described. It 
consisted of (li) TO EN (fo iy ), the One Being, who was self- 
existent, and the source of all other existence. This self-exist- 
ent Principle was otherwise called TO AGATHON, the Su- 
preme Good. (2.) NOUS or LOGOS, the Mind or Reason <^ 
God, proceeding from the former Principle, which was above 

♦Enfield, vol. ii. p. 56. 

t Ibid. p. 55- 

I Ibid. See rel. ii. book iii. chap. 4. sedt* 4. ^ 

S Enfield, vol. ii. book iii. chap. 4. seel. 4. 
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all. And (3.) PSYCHE, or the Soul of the world, inferior i0 
both the last.* Among these three Principles there was a grad* 

Among these three Principles there was a gradual subordina-' 
tion of the Second to the First, and of the Third to both the 
First and the Second. Still they all, according to Dr. Cud- 
worth, existed from Eternity, as the only uncreated objects ; f 
were of the same divine substance or nature ;{ and were equally 
indestructible.! They were sometimes called three Divine Hy- 
postases, sometimes three Natures, three Principles, Causes, Op- 
ificers, and even three Gods* Yet, taken together, they consti* 
tilted One Divinity. || 

Is it asked, what was the reason why the members of the Ec- 
lectic school, (and others before them,) so interpreted Plato as 
to think him one of the fathers of Such a system as Trinitarian- 
ism ? or, in short, why they themselves were so fond of that Sys- 
tem ? I answer, that they very probably thought that the vast 
distance between the nature of the Supreme Deity and that of 
matter, must be occupied by something intermediate, acting as 
a link or links between the First Cause on the one hand, and 
what was material on the other. Accordingly, beginning with 
matter and ascending upwards, they would think that Soul, or 
that which merely animates, was next above matter ; and above 
this. Mind or Intelligence^ being that which perceives and di- 
rects; and above all, the First Great Agent, who existed of 
himself, and was the fountain of all other existence ; who was 
altogether and supremely good, being removed farthest from 
matter, which contained elements of evil. Arguing in this man- 
ner, and filling their heads with notions of Soul, and of Mind or 
Intellect above Soul, and of Self»exisience and Goodness above 
all, they became supporters at length of a Trinity of Divine sub- 
stances, causes, or principles in the Godhead, interpreting their 
admired Plato to this effect Nor will Dr. Cudworth say that 
this Trinity was much inferior to that of the Christian doctors 



* Cudworth, pp. 546, 573. 578, 580, &c Enfield, voL ii. pp. 88, 8d, Jor- 
tin*8 Rem. £cc Hist. vol. 1. p. 385. 
t Cndworth, pp. 572—577. 
I Ibid. p. 596. i Ibid. p. 577. R Ibid. p. 5d*. 
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who lived earlier than the fourth century ; for he appears to txr 
one of those students of history, (alluded to at page 40,) who 
were aware of the existence of a subordination in the Christian 
Trinity prior to that time. Dr. Cudworth admits that one might 
consider the advocates for the Eclectic Trinity "the more excu- 
sable, because the generality of Christian doctors, for the first 
three hundred years after the Apostles' times, plainly asserted 
the same (gradual subordination ;) as Justin Martyr, Athenag* 
oras, Tatianus, Irenaeus, the author of the Recognitions, Tertul- 
lian, Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen, Gregory Thaumaturgus, 
Dionysius of Alexandria, Lactantius, and many others."* 

Perhaps I shall now be anticipated when I say that the fact 
of the existence of PseudO'Platonic Trinitarianism, as taught 
in the Eclectic school of Alexandria, nay, that the fact of the 
existence of this sort of Trinitarianism before the foundation 
of that school, and of its having been entertained by many who 
Bubsequently became converts to Christianity, is a subject weU 
known to many modem Trinitarians, In consequence of this, 
a method has been proposed by them for preventing this whole 
matter from leaving an impression unfavorable to the Christian 
Trinity. 

Nor altogether for this purpose, in a polemical point of view, 
bat also for the sake of real satisfaction. I refer in particular to 
what has been said on this subject by Dr. Cudworth alieady 
mentioned, the learned writer of " The True Intellectual Sys- 
tem of the Universe, &c.," and by Dr. Horsley, the champion 
for the Trinity on behalf of the Church of England. 

Both of these admit the existence (in the thisd and fourth cen* 
turies) of the Eclectic doctrine of the Trinity; both of them as^ 
$ert that the doctrine of the Trinity was actually taught by Pla* 
to himself; both allege that it was known, among heathens at 
even a much earlier period ; that it was received by Parmeai* 
des, Pythagoras, Orpheus, and the priests (^ early Egjpt ; and 
that it formed part of the Persian and Chaldean theology. la 
short, they give to Trinitarianism a very high keaihen origin ; in 
order that they may at last bring in this conclusion, that it was a 



•Cudworth, p. 595, 
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purt of ancient tradittdny first of all derived from God, and handed 
down through means of the patriarchal sages.* 

Now this may appear a plausible notion to those who are al- 
ready persuaded that the Trinity was taught by Christ and his 
apostles ; in that case, indeed, it forms a probaMe explanation. 
Otherwise, it does not ; but on the contrary seems to be a lame, 
unwarranted deduction. For how many systems would some 
agreement of ancient tradition prove ? Or rather, how many 
systems would some agreement of ancient tradition present to 
us, leaving us at a loss which to choose ? how to distinguish 
truth from error ? the right faith from the false ? Indeed, let 
us but once trust to tradi tion, and we may, if we please, adore 
^ gods many and lords many," in compliance with the voice of 
idolaters from a period earlier than the time of Abraham. 

But I hesitate to believe the traditionary consent in favor of 
the Trinity as it is represented by Dr. Cudworth and Bishop 
Horsley. I withhold my credence till a fuller exhibition of the 
•ubject than they have given. 

The Pseudo-Platonic origin of the Trinity of the Christian 
ereeds is aptly confirmed by a point in ecclesiastical history, 
which, on account of its great interest and value, I have pur- 
posely reserved for this place. I mean the fact, however it has 
been disputed in part by Trinitarian writers, and may at first sight 
startle those hitherto unacquainted with it, viz., that t/ie great 
body of the Jewish Christians, who eeparated from their Gen- 
tile brethren at a very early period^ in order to gratify their dis- 
position to unite the ceremonies of the law with the profession of 
Christianity^ nsyer believed in the deity op Christ, so 
far as their history is known ; some of them thinking the Savior 
to have been the son of Joseph and Mary, and others of Mary 
only by miraculous influence, but without any idea of his pre-ex- 
istence. This is a valuable point; it is important on two dis' 
tinct accounts. On its being proved, it will show, in the first 
instance, the high antiquity of Unitarianism as the only known 
faith of the Hebrew converts to Christianity. And it will also 
impress upon us, in the second place, how a perfect separation 

• Ibid. pp. 547, 54S. Horslej's Tracts, pp, 45—50. 
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from the Grentilea, and consequently from the influence of ih^- 
Gentile philosophy, acted in one instance ds a preservative 
against Trinitarian innovation ; thus corroborating the view 
which I have been defending, that it was Pagan science (so call- 
ed) which principally assisted towards the introduction of the. 
Trinity among the (Gentile) churches. 

We require to understand the names in ecclesiastical history, 
under which the Jewish Christian separatists went, in order to 
perceive ihe force of the evidence for their total freedom fi'om 
Trinitarianism, which I am about to produce. The Jewish 
Christians go under only one name in the works of the earlier 
writers, as Irenaeus, Origeu, and Eusebius. By these three 
men, they are called Ebionites ; and we may infer from Tertul- 
lian that this i» the name which he also was disposed to give 
them. No other class of Jewish Christians are mentioned by 
these writers; and Origen, (one of the three just mentioned,) 
expressly includes in the term Ebionites all the Jewish Chris- 
tians without exception. 

. In the later writers, we find the Jewish Christians under two 
different names, Ebionites and Nazarenes. It is thus that they 
are brought before us by Epiphauius, Jerome, Austin, Thepdo* 
ret, and many others. What was the reason of the first solita^ 
ry appellation, and what also was the reason of the addition 
which was afterwards made, will appear gradually in the course 
of my remarks ; and in the meantime the adjoining map will 
throw some light upon the subject. 

Let me mention one circumstance before I proceed. We are. 
to suppose the city of Jerusalem to have been already destroy- 
ed by Titus ; the Jews and Christians driven from it by the Bo« 
man army, and those of the latter class, who were of Jewish ex- 
tract, being the persons of whom I am to speak, retired to FeU 
la and other places on the east side of the river Jordan, as a 
refuge. It is there, that is, on the east side of Jordan, that those 
called Ebionites, and afterwards Ebionites and Nazarenes^ (by 
ecclesiastical writers. J existed, who will be shown to have been 
the body of Jewish Christians, and disbelievers of the deity of 
Christ. 
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Ebionites. 

There are intimations in the book of Aet$ofihe Apostles ^ that 
the qiiestion about the observance of the law of Moses was the 
cause of disturbance between the Jewish and Grentile converts 
at a very early period. All the apostles, including Paul him* 
self; respected to a certain extent the Mosaic rites, that they 
might not give offence to their Hebrew brethren who were attached 
to them.* At the same time they decreed in favor of the Gen- 
tile Christians a full absolution from the same restraint ; decla- 
ring that those who wished to turn the G»entiles to Judaic rites, 
under pretence of this change being necessary to salvation, were 
acting wrong, and hindering the influence of the gospeLf Du- 
ring this period, the Jewish Christians were distinguished from 
the Grentile believers by only sudi names as they oj the cinmm^ 
eiiton, the JBehriws, and the brethren in Judea, 

But after the destruction of Jerusalem, when the Jewish 
Christians, adhering to the law of Moses, and as much as ever 
attached to it, retired beyond Jordan, they appear to have grad- 
ually fallen away from communication with the G^tile Chris- 
tians ; and to have received, when thus separated, a new and 
distinct name, viz. that of Ebionites. What was the origin of 
this name ? 

The unbelieving Jews were in the practice of calling all the 
believers in Christ NazareneSjX and probably the Jewish part 
of them hi particular, coming more often in contact with them. 
On the other hand, the Gentile converts did not (iceept this 
name, rather preferring to be called Cfhristtane, a title which 
they received first of all from the inhabitants of Antioch,§ and 
afterwards from all Greeks, Romans, and barbarians, through- 
out the empire. In this case, one might suppose that the Gen- 
tile believers, holding by the name of Chriitiane, might have 

* Acta zzi 20^26. Yer. £0. Thou leest, brother, how many tbonsandf of 
jfowB there are which believe; and they are all xealoua of the law. 
t See Acts of the Apostles, chap. xv. 
X **A ringleader of Uie sect of the Nazarenei /* Acta, zxIt. 5. 
( Acts, xi. Sib 
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^needed ta J«wislr coQTertB tk% other Appellation of ifofari 
lo which they themtielTes (that is, two Jewish Chiistiaiifi) were 
not probably disinolinecL But this act of fayotir was not grant* 
ed, because the same of Nazarenes was most likely Uiought, 
though inferior to that of Christians, still too good for men, who 
attached importance to the law of Moses after the coming of 
ChrisU On the contrary, a term of reproach seems to haTe 
been sought aflter ; which was found in the appellation EbiotH 
ates, denoting fMvert^y^ whether bodily or mentally; and the fol* 
lowing appears to me to have been Uie immediaU ocecuion of 
its application to the Jewish Christians* We learn from sev^ 
ral fathers, that there was a man among the Jewish Christians 
of the name of Ebion, who distinguished himself not a little. 
He was probably a violent partisan, who, coming among the 
Gentile believers, gave them annoyance by the boldness of his 
language about the importance of the Mosaic rites ; and also 
concerning the proper humanity of Jesus Christ, from which the 
Gentile Christians had, in his time, begun to deviate, though it 
were only in a small degree^ Now the Grentile Christians 
would very likely, as I conceive, when Ebion thus attracted 
their notice, be apt to call the Jewish Christian party, from 
which he had sprung, and whose views he was defending, pei^ 
4on$ like hiMf penom like this Sh%<my whose name signified 
/yoor,t a very proper appellation for a party adhering to the 
^^beggariy elements *'{ of the law, and which did not entertain 
sufficiently high notions (in the view of the Gentile believers) 
concerning Christ In short, the Gentile believers would be 
disposed, as I think, to call the Jewish Christians JSbionites^ 
without meaning to say that Ebion was the founder of a sed^ 
or father of a heresy; an inference which is far too sweeping, 
though it serves the purpose of Trinitarian writers sometifMM to 
draw it. 

Thus far with a conjecture about the origin of a name; let 
me come to my proof$y which is a thing of more importanee. 

« Set the^Mtetions ftem Origen sad Easebios, at pages lOS, lo4» 

TibM. 

I Galatitas, ir. 9. 
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According to strict arrangement I ought) first, to identify, by 
•proof, the nan^e of Ebionites with that of the Jewish Christians; 
and then, secondly, to show thafc those, who were Ebionites, held 
the proper Unitarian doctrine. But several of the passages, 
which I shall quote, go to establish both of these things at once ; 
and there is also a citation from Origen which will bring before 
us the Unitarianism of the Jewish Christians directly, without 
the interveniion of the term Ebionites. In consequence of 
these two circumstances, I prefer to proceed with my quotations 
after the order of chronology; leaving it to my readers to de- 
cide, whether my evidence, taken as a whole, will be satisfac- 
tory. 

Irenasus, A. D. 178. In the first book of his treatise against 
heretics, he has a particular chapter on the " Doctrine of the Ebi- 
onites,"* in which he describes their error as consisting in an 
adherence to the Jewish law, notwithstanding their belief in 
Christf We hence learn that he means by Ebionites at least 
$ome Jewish Christians ; and the doctrine of these concerning 
Christ is discovered by the following passages. Irenseus says 
that the 'spiritual disciple' will judge various classes of men, 
who hold incorrect doctrine, and among these, the Ebionites : 
" He will judge the EhioniteB ; how can they be saved, unless 
he, who wrought their salvation upon earth, was God ? — And 
how can Christ have had more thian Solomon, and more' than 
Jonah, and have been the Lord of David, if it be said that he 
was of the $ame substance with them V^X ''The Ebionites are vain, 

* Quae est Ebionitarum doctrina. Lib. i, cap. 26. 

t Qui aatem dicnntar Ebioniei consentinnt quidem mandnm a Deo fac- 
tarn, ea antem qnce sunt terga Dominnm Qon similiter ut Cerinthns et Gar- 
pocrates opinantur. Solo antem eo qaod est secundam Mattbaeton Evan- 
gello ntuntur, et apostnlam Paulam recusant, apostatam earn legis dicentes. 
Qua antem sunt prophetica curiosins exponere nituntur, etfcircumcidnntur 
ac perseverant in his consuetudinibus quae sunt secundum legem, et Judaico 
'chamctere vitae nti, et Hierosolymam adorant, quasi domns sit Del Lib, i, 
€ap. S6. 

iJudicabit antem Ebionitas; qnomodo possunt salrari, nisi dens est, qni 
salntem^ illomm ^nper terrarm operatns est % — Qnomodo Antem pltisqnam Sal- 
omon, aut plnsquam lona habebat, et dominus erat Dayid, qui ejnsd«m enm 
ipsifrfoitsubstantiae! Lib. iv, ci^. 59* - « 
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not acknowledging through faith the union of* God and man (ill 
the person of Christ,) nor being willing to understate how the 
Holy Spirit came upon Mary." * " Such an interpretation is in- 
correct, yiz^ that a young woman shall conceive and bring fortha 
son, as Theodotion of Ephesos, and Aquila of Fontus interpret ; 
whom the Ebionites following, say that Christ was begotten by 

Jo8eph."t 

Tertullian, A. D. 200. Tertullian does not mention the Eb- 

ionites, but he speaks of the doctrine of Ebion ; and it is quite 
common with this writer to put the liame of a distinguished indivi- 
dual and his doctrine, for that of the name and doctrine of the par- 
ty to which he belonged. Nor is it necessary that we should infer 
from the connexion by Tertullian of the name of Ebion wiih the 
doctrine of the proper humanity of Christ, that he was the au- 
thor of that doctrine, as some would have it.t Otherwise, we 
should be obliged also to infer from Tertullian*s connectii\g the 
same name with the defence of legal observances, that Ebion 
was Ihe first advocate for the Mosaic law among Christians, an 
opinion which our acquaintance with the Acts of the Apostles 
would, of course, overturn. The passage in Tertullian, which 
connects the name of Ebion with the observance and defence of 
the Mosaic law, is as follows : ^And in his epistle to the Gala- 
tians Paul declaims against those who were observers and de- 
fenders of circumcision, and of the law ; this is the heresy of 
JSbion"^ But this was not the heresy of Ebion alone, or as 
having bim for \U author. In like manner we must judge with 
respect to tho^e passages which connect Ebion's name with the 



* Vani autem et Ebionaei, nnitioncm del et bominis per iidem.non recipi- 
entes in saam animam ; neque intclligere Yolentes, quoniam spiritus sanctus 
advenit in Maria. Lib. v. 

t Non ergo vera est quomndam interpretation qui ita audcnt interpretan 
Bcripturam : Ecce adolescentnia in ventre habebit, et pariet filinm, qucraad- 
modum et Theodotion Ephesios est interpretatos, et Aqaila Fonticus, utrique 
JaddBi proselyti, qaos sectati Ebionsei, ex Joseph generatam eum dicunt. — 
Lib. iii.*cap. 24. 

t Dr Jamieson's Yindication, in reply to Priestley, vol. ii. p. 47,' et seq. 

^ Et ad GhiUta b scribens, invehltur in obeervmtores et dcfensores circumci- 
•ionis et legif : Hebioais hseresis est. Be Fr». henret. cap. 33. 
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Aoctrine tif Christ's striet hutaatiity : ^ ThU opinion/' mjs Tof^ 
tttllian^ might accord very w«li with the eentimeat of J^on^ vho 
declared Christ to hare been merely a man, of the race of ]>»- 
▼id.'** ^^ Now that I maj answer/' he again says, ^ candidly : 
the Son of Grod could not have been begotten in the ordinary 
way of men, unless he was altogether a son of man^ having noth- 
ing more (in substance) than Solomon or Jonah ; which would 
be to coincide in opinion with EbionJ*\ But Ebion has no 
claim as the inventor of the doctrine ascribed to him in these 
passages, any more than in the first passage where he is made 
the defender of th<) Mosaic law. The three passages just prove 
that Ebion who was a Jewish Christian adhering to the law, 
was also a believer in the strict humanity of Christ ; indicating 
thus (according to Tertullian's manner, the faith of the body of 
men to which he belonged. 

Origen, A. D. 230. The testimony of this father is most ex- 
plicit and satisfactory, leaving no room to doobt that all the Jew- 
ish ChrisUans were, according to his knowledge, properly Uni- 
tarians. In the following passage, the Jewish believers are in* 
troduced to our notice without the name of Ebionites : ^And 
when you consider," he says, ''what belief thbt of ths Jew- 
ish KACE, WHO BELiETE IN Jesus, entertain of the Savior, 
some thinking that he took his being from Mary and Joseph, 
and others indeed from Mary only and the Divine Spirit, but 
f^iiVL withi^ui anif belief of his divinity: you will understand, 
dec"! Origen adds no information concerning any Jewish 

't^Poterit hec opinio Hebioni conyenire, qui nudum hominem, et tantura ex 
semine David, id est, non etDei filium, constituit Jesum. De Carne Christi, 
cap. 14. 

t Kunc nt simplicius respondeamus, non computebat ex semine humane 
Dei filium nasci, ne si totus esset filius hominis, non esset et Dei filius. nihil- 
que haberet amplius Salomone et amplius lona, et de Hebionis opinione ere- 
dendns erat Ibid. cap. 18. 

I This is very nearly the translation by Dr. Horsley. Tracts, p. 85.^ 
Kcu itlav ihfii t<av atto 'lov5cuu>y Hiatsvwtcw ili tov Iij<tow tijv fCtpt t9v 
tKatiipoi ftiCtWy ^f • fuv ix Map»a( xot ^li^atip oiofU¥<av uvtov tiytu, &^» 
lu/jv ix MofM^ /kUM77i xcM tou ^»ov ^vfv/iof 0(, 96 fupf SOM pufa tifi ftipt 
wbtov >coXoyMif; H<^f •• ^* V C^<>°^ ^^ ^tt sec. 161. 
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CkHttians who did believe Ckriit's deity. We learn horn thit 
pMsage thftt the Jewish GhristiAns must have begun to be, ao« 
oording to Origen's information, of two classes, (which thej are 
not known to have been before,) some believing, and others dis- 
believing, the miraculous conception, but both of them ignorant 
<^ the deity of Christ. This new distinction should be borne in 
mind, for it will explain some things which will very soon fol« 
low. It is a distinction which is again presented to us in anoth- 
er passage, where the Jewish Christians are introduced, and are 
called Ebionites : *'But some of the Jews," Origen says, Re- 
lieved in Jesus, and in consequence boasted to be Christians ; 
and yet they were willing to live after the manner of the Jewish 
law. These are the tvH> iortt of Ehionitety who either, like 
ourselves, confess Jesus bom of a virgin, or think that he was 
not born in that manner, but like other men."* The same dis- 
tinction is again hinted at in a passage, where Origen speaks of 
certain sectaries whom he calls ''the Ebionites of ^^A kinds."t 
That Origen, when mentioning the Ebionites, meant aU the 
Jewish Christian body, will be evident from the following pas- 
sage, which, on being attended to, will incline us to attach the 
greater importance both to what this father himself has just said 
above, and also to what had been stated before by Irenseus and 
Tertullian on the subject of the Ebionites and the doctrine of 
Ebion. <'Thet of thb Jrws, who belieyb in Christ," 
says Origen, ''have not abandoned the law of their ancestors ; for 
they live according to it ; bearing a name which corresponds 
with the poor expectations which the law holds out For a beg- 
gar is called among the Jews (that is, in the Hebrew language,) 
Ebion. And thet of the Jews who hate beoeiyed Jb- 



f covM tlvat o/d;^ov»'f c(, if t 6t xafa tov ^IovSomov yo/iov u; fa 'lovdcucdr 
KXi^^ fiiAw i^tXovttf, Ovfot dc titsw m ^tttot 'E/Sudvouot, iffot ix fta^ 
^fvov oftxiKoyovptti 6/iOUis fjfitv f oy 'li^tfoiw, 1} o^y ovta ycyii^tf^at, djJl* 
«^ f ov| %9t9iovi (W^pMffav;. Contia Celsnm. 

t ti^t yap f iyff( oiptsnf f ok IXauXov iHtotcfkof f ov Aitfotffollov fifi ^potfs«- 
ficyoii, iktfttp 'E/3»<dyato» dfi^of tpo«. In Celsnm, lib. yi. p. 274. 
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nvn AA mu, CiiiiiAt ^o by th« name of Ebionites."* Whit'*' 
fvor then lia<l been said before ooncernhig Ebion and the Ebion'- 
heR, may be conceived, according to this viewof Origen, as hav- 
jnia^ boon true of the general body of Jewtsh Christians ; that is, 
that by the testimony of Irenaeus and by an inference from Ter*» 
tulllan, they believed Christ to be altogether like other men in 
snbstance ; and that by the testimony of Origen, they mast 
have bfeome of two sorts, some believing and others disbelieving 
the minvculous conception, but both denying the deity of Christ* 
KusehiuH, A. D. Mf>, In the testimony of Eusebius wehave 
that of a proA>ssed ecclesiastical historian, and one of the most 
distinguished men of his time. As he lived, too, (page 37,) in 
Palestine, ho was not far f^'om the residence of the Jewish 
Christians, and therefore he was well qualified to judge concern- 
ing them. The first passage which I shall quote from him con- 
tains a declaration of the identity of ITnitarianism with the 
name of Kbionites, and also evidence of the very high anttquiiy 
of this name. ♦*The early heraldsi of our Saviour," he says^ 
^HMiUed those Jibiontt^Ss which in the Hebrew language signifies 
poor, who% not denying the body of Christ, showed their folly in 
df^aying his divinity.*'t In the following passage, Eusebins 
seems to allude to only one class of Ebionites, vis., those wIks 
according to Origen*8 division, disbelieved the miraculons con- 
ception ; ^^This,^ he says, ^was the interpretation of Theodolioa 
of Kpheitus, and of Aqnila from Pontus — ^whom the JSbiomteg 




«Tlttsisl>r«H<MRaexsovratnuislatkMi. TrMls,p.l7a The )«Anie4 po- 
«mi(v ia ocder to a«t fid of iho eridence of Ui» last passage, had the harii- 

KmmI to tax Origea ^thjiiistAMd, (Tracts, p. 173,) which was the occwiM 
of maeh coairowrsT with Dr Priestley. O* a:to 'Iov^vmt f4> *lr9ovr «•»- 

tfym-tft ev «aT«XfXM;<a5i ror icarptor ro^Mr, jSioroi yaif xmr* svror, istM^ 

t Km «fv«ir ^ Wir ^«»n;oas f;p<Mr ei n^r^ atj ^ x ti *£3«*i»aMc^ J*y 

€M«r Kryearvfii M4tHM% «u rar mtttrif^mf f ^ya au^ aft— yniii, t^v ^ 
wW >(«rt^ jmr M^r«;^ Ee TVeU. lih. i <ra^ 14. 
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following, maintain that Christ was begotten by Joseph."* But 
in the next passage, which indeed constitutes the greater part 
of a complete chapter on the Ebionites, we have a full account 
of them, of their two-fold division, being the same with that of 
Origen, and of their adherence to the law of Moses: "Others," 
he says, "whom a malignant demon was not able to turn away 
from the plan of God with regard to Christ, yet because he 
found them weak in some respects, he reduced them into his 
power. These were rightly called Ebionites by the ancients as 
those who think meanly concerning Christ, For they consider* 
ed him to be merely a man, like other men, but approved on ac- 
count of his excellence in virtue, being the son of Joseph and 
Mary. And they thought that it was altogether necessary that 
they should observe the ceremonies of the law. — Others again, 
called by the same name, fled from the absurd opinion of the 
former, not denying that the Lord was born of Mary and the 
Holy Spirit. I3ut still, not allowing that he pre-existed as God, 
the Word, and Wisdom, they were drawn into the impiety of 
the first ; especially in that they made it an object to observe 
the law. — They (that is, both parties) kept the Sabbath, and 
other Jewish customs. But on the Lord's days, they acted in 
a similar manner with us, in remembrance of the resurrection of 
the Lord."t This 1 consider to be a very clear description of 

**Oj <S>soboti>f>v ^pfitjvsvasv 6 'E^eowj, xat, AxvXa^ 6 Xloyftxo;, afji^ort* 
pot 'lovSacot fCpo6ijXvtot>' ol^ xataxohov^aavtss oi 'E.JiuKuot, i$ ^iu>atjf 
avtov ysysvvfja^ai (paaxovat. Hist. lib. v, cap. 8. 

VAXkovi 6e o TtovTipoi Bavfiav trji 7tfp(> tov 'Xpiatov rov 0«ov dta^sfssai 
abvvatuiv ixdeisaiy ^atspaXr^tttov^ evpuy ia^srspi^ito. ^KSi^iovaiovi rov 
tovs otx£c<o; STts^fiL^ov ol Ttpcdtot Tttinx^i ^^^ tartfLvcdi ra Tiipi tov "KpiO" 
t'ov fiofaf orr aj * Xitov fifv ycxp av-roi/ xai acotvov lyyovvro xata Ttpoxoitvjy 
•J^sv; avtov fiovov av^pcuTtov 8s8Lxaio>fisvov il dv^pof ts xoM/uvta; xai> tT^i 
Mopca; yeysvi^fjiBvov * bsiv Ss Ttavfwj avtoc^ f i^f vofiixTi ^prifixtiai, wj fwy 
Of fita ^lovrii tr^i tU '^ov X.pi9tov itiatiiaq xav tov xat^ wiftijv jStow tfco^tf- 
ofitvoif. ^AkKoi St jtapa tovtov^ f 17J avtrji 6vtti jtpoariyopui^j tijv fiiP ttaw 
tiptjfisvidv ixtOTtov bis8i8pa6xov atoriukVj ix fttip^svov xai> tov oytov ftviv 
fiato^ firi apvovfAevoL y$yovivat> tov xvpiov ' ov fifjv i^' byuoMAi x(U ovtot ^po- 
VTtapxf*'^ avf Of &eov Xoyov dvta xcu (To^cav ofioXoyowtif, ti[i ttav nport" 
pcav Hfputptftot'to ^vodc/Sftqi * fioXiefta utt xat tr*p ccdfiatixf^v fttpi for 

O 
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the Jewish ChristiaTis under the name ot' Ebionites ; from whicli 
it is evident that none of them believed Christ's deity. 

The Jewish Christian separatists under the names of Ebion- 

ITES and Nazarenes. 

The occurrence of the name oi Nazarenes in connexion with the 
history of the Jewish Christian separatists for the first time in a 
writer so late as Epiphanius, (who flourished about A. D. 368,) 
creates several questions. First, was this name the designation 
of a different class, among these separatists, from the Ebionites 
already mentioned? This is what such men a3 Dr. Horslej 
think, and would be glad to have the means of proving, since it 
furnishes them with an opportunity of forming conjectures con- 
cerning the orthodoxy of this (supposed) different class in re- 
gard to the doctrine of the Trinity. But the probability of this 
notion is destroyed, not only by the silence o{ the more ancient 
writers as to the existence of a Nazarene sect differing from the 
Ebionites as they understood them, but also by the express ev- 
idence, which we have seen, that the term Ebionites was the 
name for the Jewish Christian separatists in generaly and that 
thfe Jewish Christians, (so Origen has declared without using 
any particular name,) whether they believed or disbelieved the 
miraculous conception, agreed in the denial of the divinity of 
Jesus Christ. Nor is there anything which is at variance with 
this in later history. In the second place, then, was the term 
^Nazarenes just another name for the whole, body of Jewish 
Christians ? To this I atiswer, that the Jews called all the con- 
converts to Christianity Nazarenes, and most probably those of 
•their own race in particular. But at the same time the later 
Christian fathers, such as Epiphanius, Jerome, [&c., following 
■ -■ --.I ... . .. , 

vo/tov Xafpceav bfiouni ixswoi,^ ffcptc^ctv ioitovhoJ^w* xoa to fitv Xaj3- 

/3af or x(u tipf 'Iov6<uxi^ aXkijv aycy/ijv o/io»»( ixewoif ^ofc^vXaf f ov. Tac^ 
6' adf jBvpuuBOt; t^fupaify ^fiw ta naftaf(kii<tia tlf fAVfjfiijw ttji tov xvptov dr- 
oatastui ittttiXovp ' 6'^tp ftapa t* ifv totauvtijv iy^^itpi^eriv tt^ toiaaSt XcXoy- 
XfKSi iCpoff^optaf, tov ^E^udvauMf 6po/i»tofj tfjy tffs 6ta»ot94 rttiAXiUUf o^ 
tuv vtlo^awovtai * tawtfjv yfip iKtxXfjv o fttt^X^ ftofi' 'E/3paM>(( dvofnaf*" 
to*. Hist. lib. iii. cap. 37. 
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the notions preTalent among t]io6d of their own class in thetr 
time, have made two distinct' sects of Jewish Christians, the 
£bionites and Nazarenes, not however as if the latter believed the 
deitj of Christ. So that this second question must be answered 
in the negative as far as ecclesiastical testimony is concerned ; 
and it is of this that I am speaking. 

In the third place, then, was the term Nazarenes another name 
for a part of the old body of Ebionites, the other part still re- 
taining the first appellation ? This appears to me to be the most 
probable solution. It seems, to my apprehension, that that 
portion of the former Ebionites, which was described by Origen 
and Eusebius as believing the miraculous conception, was that 
also which Epiphanius and others have called Nazarenes. Nor 
only so, but I think that those persons were thus called, in order 
that they might lite distinguished from the other class, the name 
of Nazarenes having, as I conceive, been allowed at last by the 
Gentile Christians in order to create this distinction, though it 
was atj(r«/ denied to the general body of separatists, as too fa- 
vourable for adherents to the ceremonies of the law. That this 
is likely to have been the truth of the matter, and that at all 
events there, was no class of Jewish Christians of whom it can 
be proved from the laier writers that they believed in the deity 
of Christ, I hope to show in four propositions, under which, as 
they succeed each other, will be ranked all the remaining ec- 
clesiastical evidence which I think it necessary to cite on th^s 
subject. 

1. Epiphanius, who has given to the Nazarenes and Ebionite;s 
a separate chapter for each, representing them as distinct sects, 
is scarcely able to find even the same difference, and certainly 
not a greater difference between them concerning the person of 
Christ, than what had been before stated by Origen and Eu- 
sebius as existing between the two classes of Ebionites. 
While he says of Ebion that '^he maintained that Christ was be- 
gotten by a man, even Joseph,"* all that he can declare more 
concerning those whom he calls Nazarenes amounts to this, thut 

91;^, ifov Xpigtov yBylvr^a^ai i^tyiv. Haer. 30, p. 1^^ 
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be 18 not quite certain whether they were of the same opinion, 
or believed the miraculous conception. ^'Concerning Christ," 
gays Epiphanius, "I cannot say with certainty, whether they, too 
(the Nazarenes,) carried away with the impiety of aforemen- 
tioned Cerinthus and Merinthus, think him a mere man, or af- 
firm as the truth is, that he was begotten of Mary by the Holy 
Spirit."* According to Epiphanius, the Nazarenes "took their 
origin after the destruction of Jerusalem, when all the disciples 
lived at Pella; Christ himself having warned them to leave Je- 
rusalem at the approach of the siege ;"t and afterwards he 
states that **Ebion lived contemporaneously with them (the Naz- 
arenes,) and set out from the same source."}: Moreover, Epi- 
phanius places both parties, viz., the Ebionites and Nazarenes, 
together in that list of heretics, whom he considered St. John to 
have found it necessary to confute by the publication of his 
gospel.§ 

2. Jerome is so far from thinking that any important distinc- 
tion should be made between the Nazarenes and Ebionites, that, 
though he also considers them as separate sects, he does not 
scruple to refer to the one party as explanatory of the other, in 
one instance. It is true that this instance was a case where 

''^ Ilepc Xpc(T7'ov df ovx oihot iiTtiiv si xat> avtot, 'trj tcov 7tpo6€ifijfAsv<ai^ 
fttpi, K^ptv^or xav Mr^piv^ov juo;j;^pta d;^;^^ j/ff 5, ^^^oi' dv^pcoTtov vofiv^ov 
diVf 17 xa^coj rj a^rj^sia iz^h ^'* TCvsvfiatos aytov ysysvTja^v ix Mapca; 
tut^epaiovvtai, Haer. 29, p. 123. 

t Exfi^fv ftev r; ^px^ ysyovs fi^'ta 'tr^v ario tcov Itpoao^vitcav /if fatft* a- 
tftv. Ttavtiov tcav juo^jyfwv fcov h Ila7Jkrj ^^xrjxofmvj XpKJt'ov iftrjaavto^ xor 
t'aXci^'at f a *If poffoXv/itt, xat> avaxcuprjaavy BrCslSt] ifi{Mi,f Tia^x^^^ TtoXtop- 
xiav' »ttt ix 'ef]s fowfjjj VTto^fflffwj if^v Ilfpatai/ 'cjxj7tfavt'ff, ixsiffi ib^i^v 
dfc«fpil3ov* ivttv^sv fj *ofa tovi Na^wpatovj aipsac^ dx^ 'fjjv o^X^j Haerl 
29, p. 123. 

tOvto^ yap o 'Ej3tov (fvyxpovo^ fisv tovtav irCTjpx^^) ^^ avfcov 5e (Sw 
o/^f 01; opjuafat. Haer. 30, p. 125- 

fuvwi Ttfipfc f J71' xaf w "XptcfTfov ftapovrsiav, xai tcav ^E^iu>vM<av TtXcwfj^fv 
tmv 5ta frjv ivSapxov Xpcrf^ou ysveaXoyiavy ajto 'A/3paa/A xatayofievijVy xa» 
/iovxa avckyofusvrjv a,xp^ f ov ASaft— 'xat fowj Nafapawwj, xtu dxxa; rioVko.^ 
•ipctfftf. Haer. 69, p. 747. 
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their common adherence to the law of Moses formed the feature 
of likeness ; but this does not entirely remove the notion which 
we are apt to form of their being otherwise very little distin- 
guished from each other, when Jerome connects them together 
after the following manner : "TVhat shall I say of the JSbionites 
who profess themselves to be Christians ? There is to this very 
day in all the synagogues of the East a heresy among the Jews, 
called that of the Minei, even till now condemned by the Phar- 
isees, and commonly called Nazarenes, who believe in Christ 
the Son of God, born of the virgin Mary, and say that it was he 
who suffered under Pontius Pilate and rose again, in whoija w© 
also believe. But wliile they wish to be both Jews and Chris- 
tians, they are neither Jews nor Christians."* From this pas- 
sage it appears that Jerome wished to speak of the Ebionites as 
persons who adhered to the Jewish law ; but that on further re- 
flection, he refers rather to the case of those whom he intro- 
duces as Nazarenes as being much the same ; making no dis- 
tinction between the two parties, except that he speaks of the lat- 
ter as believing the miraculous conception, which is just what Or- 
igen and Eusebius have said of the second class of Ebionites. 
3. It appears that if those of the Jewish Christians who be- 
lieved the miraculous conception (that is, as I should say, if the 
second class of Ebionites) obtained the title of Nazarenes, the 
other class who did not acknowledge any miraculous conception 
(that is, as I should say, the first class of Ebionites) sought to 
obtain the same appellation of Nazarenes, and did actually eb- 
tain it to some extent. This makes it likely that the name of 
Nazarenes was only a title which was in the course of being 
gradually yielded at last to all the Jewish Christians, though in 
fact the first class of Ebionites did not succeed in acquiring it be- 



* Quid dicam de Hebionitis, qni Christianos esse simulant ? Usque hodie 
per totas oricntis synagogas inter Judaeos hseresis est, qui dicltur Mlneorum, 
et a Pharisaeis nunc usque damnatar, quos vulgo Nazaraeos nuncupant, qui 
credunt in Christum filium Dei, natum do virgino Maria, ct eum dicunt esse 
qui sub Fontio Pilato passus est, et resurrexit, in quern et nos credimus ; sed 
dum Yolunt et Judaei esse et Christiani, nee Judaei sunt nee Christiani. 
Opera, vol. L p. 634. 
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79nd ft cerUuQi }mxU We read ia Austin of Jewisk ChrisliaQs, 
to whom, without auj reserve, was accorded the name of Naza- 
renes. We read also of others who, were called sometimes Naz- 
arenes, and otherwise Symmachians. Now Symmachus was a9 
£bionite, and of the first class,* a distinguished man, who trans^ 
lated the Old Testament into Greek, as we are informed by va- 
rious of the ancients ; nor only so, but who wrote to '^prove his 
doctrine, contending about the Gospel of Matthew.^f From 
him came the term Syni^machians, given to those Jewish Chris- 
tians who bdieved that Jesus Christ was strictly a maiv as we 
are told by Ambrose : <^The Symmachians," he says, ''are those 
who, while they observe the law, profess to be Christians, de- 
scribing Christ as not God and man, but as man only."| It 
is concerning these Symmachian Ebionites that Austin gives us 
information, that they partially obtained the title of Nazarenes. 
**And now," he says, "there are certain heretics who call them- 
selves Nazarenes, but by some are called Symmachians, who 
practise the circumcision of Jews, and the baptism of Chris- 
tian8."§ Again he says : *'Xf any one of the Nazarenes, whom 
others call Symmachians, shall object, See. — These ■ are they 
whom Faustus has mentioned under the name of Symmachians 
or Nazarenes, who exist in small numbers even to our day.") 



* " Symmachus." says Eusebius, " was an Ebionite, and the heresy of the 
Ebionites consists in believing that Christ was the offspring of Joseph and 
Mary." T«i* is fivjv ipfjLrjvsvfoiv avtcov 6ri tovtuiv iatBov 'KjScuvator toy 
^vfifAaxov ysyopBvac' cupefft; Ss iattv rj f(ov ^^^lowaiuiv ovtia xaXovfiBvij 
«dy tw "X-pKlxov i| *lMarj^ xa& Mc&pux.; ysyovivav ^axovtoiv. Hist. lib. ▼!. 
p. 17- 

t Km vrtojivtjfiatok Bs f ot> Xvfifiaxov siaeifi vw fipctai' iv oi; boxsi rcpof 

tvviiv. Ibid. 

X Sicut et Symmachiani qui ex Pharisaeis originem trahunt, qui, servata 
omni lege, Christianos se dicunt, more Photini Christum non Deum et hom- 
inem sed hominem tantummodo definientes. Prol. Com. in Galat. 

§ £t nunc sunt quidam haeretici, qui se Nazarenos vocant, 'a nonnulUs 
autem Symmachiani appellantur, et circumcisionem habent Judaeorum, ^t 
baptismum Christianorui;n. Cont. Cresconi^m, lib. i. 

i £t tamen hoc si mihi Nazaraeorom objiceret quisquani quos alii Symma 
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4, The description which Theodoret has given of those whom 
he calls Nazarenes is, that they believed in Christ as a righteous 
man. "The Nazarenes," he says, are Jews who honour Christ 
as a righteous man."* As Theodoret here does not limit the 
name of Nazarenes by any additional term as that of Symma- 
chians, we cannot understand him as referring to any other 
class of persons thaix those who commonly received the former 
name, thus identifying these with the disbelief of the deity of 
Christ ; though I do not think he prevents us from conjecturing 
that they believed the miraculous conception in conformity with 
a former statement by Jerome* 

To all this let it be added, that Trinitarian divines, who hav^ 
often made the attempt, have never yet succeeded ' in showing 
that the Nazarenes went farther in opinion concerning Christ, 
than the belief of the miraculous conception. On the whole, 
therefore, I conclude that the faith of the general body of an- 
cient Jewish Christians, so far as their history is known, was 
Unitarianism ; that they were free from those errors concerning 
the Deity, and the person of Christ, into which the Grentile 
Christians were led by those philosophical prejudices which 
were explained at the beginning of this chapter. 

And here I think of bringing my narrative to a close, having 
already extended it beyond my intention when I commenced 
writing. To my readers, if they are enquirers for the primitive 
religion of Jesus Christ, I would now recommend, before part- 
ing, the study primarily and especially of Christ's own sermons 
and example, as recorded in the four evangelical histories. Or 
if it be thought that the Apostles, after Christ's ascension, and 
the effusion of the spiritual influence of God on them, were di- 

chianos appellant, &c. — ^Hoc igitar temperamentam moderamenqne spiritiu 
eancti perapostolos operantis, cum displicuisset qoibasdam ex curcnmcisione 
credentibos, qui haec non intelligebant, in ea pervenitate mansenmt, ut et 
gentes cogerent jadaizare. li sant qaos Fanstos Sjmmachianorum vel Naz- 
areomm nomine commemoraviti qui usque ad nostra tempora jam quidem 
in exigua, sed adhuc tamen in ipsa pancitate perdorant. Cont Fa«Bt 
lib, xix. 

«aM#r. Hmt. Fab. lib. iL tMs^ 9. 
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reeled by Him to teach more fully and explicitly concerning 
the things which were connected with his kingdom, I would re- 
quest a serious attention, after the four gospels, to the book of 
Acts of the Apostles. The study of these five books in a 
leisurely manner would prepare the way for a better knowledge 
of the other parts of the Ne ^ Testament than these last can 
ftirnish by themselves, especially when they are taken, as is 
often the case, in detached and disconnected parts. The book 
of Acts is an invaluable history, furnishing a sufficient detail 
of the doctrine and practice of the church of Christ, when it was 
under the superintendence of Peter, and James, and John, and 
Paul, men of honest hearts, of undivided piety, firmness, com- 
posure, benevolent enterprise, whose names will be long remem- 
bered and loved, when the philosophizing corrupters of the truth 
will have found very few to uphold their memory. The book 
of Acts contains an account of upwards of fifteen sermons and 
speeches delivered on public and private occasions, by those 
pillars of the ancient faith. I will venture to say, that in none 
of these sermons and speeches, nor in any of the other words of 
the first teachers recorded in the Acts, will there be found (ex- 
cept in two misunderstood passages,)* any countenance to the 
notion of the deity of Christ. The Apostles have invariably 
described their Lord as a man, whom God predicted, whom God 
anointed, whom God raised from the dead, whom He made a 
prince and a Saviour, and through whom He offered the forgive- 
ness of sins. Christ is introduced to us as a man, even in his 
highest office, that of judge of the human race ; for God (so de- 
clared Paul at Athens,) "will judge the world in righteousness 
by that man whom he hath ordained ; whereof he hath given 
assurance unto all men in that he hath raised him from the 
dead." Acts xvii. 31. It is this very max whom Paul preached, 

♦ Acts vii. 59. *'And they stoned Stephen calling upon [God] and saying, 
liOrd Jesus, receive my spirit." The word 'God' is an addition in the English 
translation ; when removed, the verse will read : "And they stoned Stephen 
calling upon and saying, Lord Jesus, receive my spirit." Acts xx. 28. For 
*feed the church of [God] which he hath purchased with his own blood,' read, 
according to the emendation of Qriesbach on the authority of the best man- 
uscripts, *feed the church of the Lord,' that is, the Lord Jesus Christ. 
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and not the pre-existing subordinate divinity of Justin Martyr^ 
or the second person of the perfect Trinity of the Athanasian 
creed, that I seek to acknowledge as the Saviour of the world 
by God's appointment. Nor in this way do I derogate from 
Christ any of his real honours, which he achieved by an unbro- 
ken course of obedience to his heavenly Father's will, in the 
midst of suffering and privation. By no means ; no more, in 
fact, than the Apostle, who, whilst he represented Christ to his 
auditors as a man, mentioned also, [as we have seen, that God 
wiU employ him in passing judgment upon the world. I, indeed, 
honour Christ's precepts as the voice of Gt)d. I look back with 
pleasure on his hallowed life, as the clear mirror of Heaven's 
own greatness, and of Heaven's own love. The recollection of 
Christ's ignominious death [is my antidote against the evils of 
life. And the hope of immortality, which his resurrection has 
secured, is what bends my heart, when tired of the world's van- 
ities, to the consolations of a better age. It is through the 
name of Christ, as the Son of God's affection (I know nothing 
about an eternal generation) ; it is through the name of Christ, 
as the ambassador of peace to men, who, at his coming, (and too 
often since,) were following the strange devices of their own 
hearts, that I humbly confess the sins which I have committed 
against the laws of the Eternal Euler. Audit is because one 
marCs righteousness has been associated with the affairs of men, 
80 as to make the human race altogether a more pleasing object 
of contemplation to the Divine Being, that I am the more sat- 
isfied of what my reason otherwise dictates, that God will for- 
give all men their trespasses if they forgive one another. And 
I believe, in conclusion, that God wiU actually judge the world 
in righteousness by him whom, having already tried, he hath 
found to be complete, even Jesus Christ. From that judgment, 
the oppressor of human weakness, the corrupter of innocence, 
and the malignant envious poisoner of social happiness, will not 
escape with ^impunity. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES. 



Page 27. 



Since writing the paragraph which introduces the Second or 
Semi-Trinitarian period, in chapter ii., I have had occasion to 
consult various of the ancient authorities there referred to, in 
addition to some others which I had before examined. In the 
course of this labour, I carefully compared more than half the 
amount of Latin and Greek quotations in this [pamphlet with 
the places in thejworks from which they were taken, finding 
them invariably to be correct. And if my time and means had 
permitted, I should have gcHie over all the others in the same 
way. 

Pages 38—40. 

My reason for placing Athanasius at the end of the Semi- 
Trinitarian period of church history, rather than at the iegin^ 
ning of the third period, did not arise out of an idle wish to pro- 
long the former epoch beyond its real limit. But the passages 
which I produced from Athanasius give evident supremacy to 
the Father Almighty. Athanasius is said to have adhered to 
the Nicene creed (what I call the Semi-Trinitarian,) to the end 
of his life, deairing no better exposition of his fa^ And those 
who have been well qualified to judge of his writmgs have de- 
<dared, that the opinions of a later age, entertained by Jerome, 
Austin, Chrysostom, and others, concerning the absolute co- 
<:quality in all respects of the three persons of the Trinity, wei^ 
80 far beyond what they conceive to have been the doctrine of 
Athanasius, that they cannot believe that he himself would haTd 
given the later opinions countenance. That AthanasiAs went a 
great length in zexd for the Trinity in a very high form, caiinob 
be denied. Yet zeal was a common quality m those times. 
Were not the Arians zealous f Were not the Semi-Arians 
zealous ? Were not aU the parties who then divided the churdi 
instigated by zealf 

Pages 32, 33, and 46, 47. 

In the two latter pages I introduced a passage from Tertal- 
lian, where he acknowledges that the great mass of believeif in 
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his time objected to the doctrine of the Trinity, calling out for 
the Monarchy or Divine Unity. I mentioned that this extract 
was taken from a book which Tertidlian wrote against Praxeas, 
an Unitarian, whose name is again noticed at page 60. It is 
from the same work that the evidence is taken at pages 32, 33, 
shewing that Tertullian himself (though he was the opponent of 
Praxeas,) believed in the decided inferiority of Christ, as a Di- 
vine person, to his Father. I wish to add, that the whole of the 
work against Praxeas is an admirable proof not only of the zeal 
of Praxeas' party for the doctrine of the unity of God, but also 
of the hestitation of Tertullian to depart from that cardinal 
truth. If Praxeas objected to the Trinity, as a ^^dtvtsion of the 
unity," Tertullian laboured to the utmost of his power to acquit 
himself of the charge of dividing. He repeats again and again 
that the Son is only an executor of the Father's will, and that 
the Monarchy, which belonged naturally to God, is only wielded 
by the Son, through God's permission ; and that the same is the 
case with regard to the Holy Spirit. Tertullian declares that 
he is a defender of the divine Monarchy but with this reserva- 
tion, that he does not see any reason why that Monarchy should 
not be administered by whomsoever it wills (per quos velit ad- 
ministrare) ; for no monarchy, he says, is so close, that it may 
not be administered by such proximate persons as it may choose 
for its officials (atquin nullam dico dominationem ita unius sui 
esse, ita singularem, ita monaochiam, ut non etiam per alias 
proximas personas ad minis tret or, quas ipsa prospexerit officiales 
sibi.) Though God, he says, should allow His Son to participate 
in His Monarchy, the Monarchy still belongs principally to 
Him who communicated it to the other (sed proinde illius esse 
principal iter a quo communicatur in filium.) The divine Mon- 
archy, he goes on to say, is administered by the angels (si — per 
tot legiones et exercitus angelorum administratun) why not, 
then, by the Son and the Spirit? (quale est ut Deus divisionem et 
dispersionem pati videatur in Filio et in Spiritu Sancto, secun- 
dum et tertium sortitis locum-— quas non patitur in tot angelo- 
rum numero ?) "But I," he says, "who derive the Son from no 
other original than the substance of the Father, supposing him 
to do nothing but by the will of the Father, and to have re- 
ceived all his power /rom the Father, how is it that I destroy 
the belief of the (divine) Monarchy which I preserve in the 
Son, being delivered by the Father to him ?" (See pages 
^2, 33. 

But more than this : Tertullian maintains that the Son must 
restore his administration of the Monarchy ultimately to the 
Father, according to Paul's declaration, ^Then cometh the end 
token he shaU have delivered up the hingdem to God, even the 
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Father.' **Thougli a Trinity," he says, "is connected with the 
Monarchy, the Monarchy nevertheless remains unaltered, so 
that the Son may be prepared to restore it to the Father, as we 
learn from Paul, writing concerning the last end, where he says, 
(1 Cor. XV. 24, 25, 28,)' 'When he shall have delivered up the 
kingdom to God, even the Father. For he must reign till he 
hath put all enemies under his feet. And when all things shall 
be subdued unto him, then shall he also himself be subject unto 
him that put all things under him, that God may be all in all.' 
So that we see that the Son is not an obstruction to the Mon- 
archy, though it is lodged with him to-day, because it remains 
in the Son unaltered, and will be restored unaltered to the Fath- 
er. By admitting the Son (to a participation of the Mon- 
archy,) we do not detract from the Monarchy, because it has 
been delivered to the Son by the Father, and will, some time 
hence, be restored to the Father by the Son." (^Adeo autem 
manet in suo statu, licet Trinitas inferatur, ut etiam restitui 
habeat Patri a filio ; si quidem Apostolus scribit de ultimo fine 
cum tradiderit regnum Deo et Patri. Oportet enim eum reg- 
nare usque dum ponat inimicos ejus Deus sub pedes ipsius — ' 
Cum autem subjecta erunt illi omnia, utique absque eo qui ei 
fiubjecit omnia, tunc et ipse subjicietur illi, qui ei subjecit omnia, 
ut sit Deus omnia in omnibus. Videmus igitur non obesse 
monarchise filium etsi hodie apud filium est, quia et in suo statu 
est apud filium, et cum suo statu restituetur Patri a filio. Ita 
eam nemo hoc nomine destruet, si filium admittat, cui et traditam 
eam a Patre et a quo quandoque restituendam a Patre constat.) 
Tertullian continues to point out the vast distinction between 
the Father of all, and his Son, particularly in the fifteenth sec- 
tion of his book. He declares concerning the Son, speaking of 
him as a whole, wihout any quibble about a doubleness of na- 
ture, that he is a divinity visible, and capable of entering into 
conversation with men, while God the Father is altogether 
invisible. He says that it was not concerning the Son, but con- 
cerning the Father that Paul wrote, when he speaks of Him 
*who only hath immortality, dwelling in the light which no man 
can approach unto, whom no man hath seen, nor can see,' (1 
Tim. vi. 16,) and whom he also calls in the same epistle, (i. 17.) 
*the King eternal, immortal, invisible, the only God.' (Osten- 
dit et de Patre autem ad Timotheum, quem nemo vidit homi- 
num, sed nee videre potest. Exaggerans amplius, qui solus 
habet imraortalitatem, et lucem habitat inaccessibilem ; de quo 
et supra dixerat, Regi autem seculorum immortali, invisibili, 
fioli Deo.) On the other hand the Son is described, Tertullian 
says, as visible, as possessing mortality, and accessibility (ut et 
contrario ipsi fillio adscriberemus mortalitatem, accessibilitatem,) 
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as having been seen in his glory by Paul himself. In summing, 
up his thoughts in this part of his work, Tertullian declares that 
"the Son always appeared, and (that) the Son always conversed , 
and (that) the Son always acted by the atUhority and will of 
the Father ; because the Son can do nothing of himself but 
what he seeth the Father do." (See page 32.) 

Page 55. 

The first introduction (by Flavianus of Antioch) of the form 
of praise, *to the Father, and to the Son, and to the Holy Spir- 
it,' is thus mentioned by Mr. Gibbon (Decline and fall of the 
Roman Empire, vol. iii. pp. 388, 389.) "The Catholics might 
prove to the world that they were not involved in the guilt and 
heresy of their ecclesiastical governor, by publicly testifying 
their dissent, or by totally separating themselves from his com- 
munion. The first of these methods was invented at Antioch, 
and practised with such success, that it wat soon diffused over 
the Christian world. The doxology, or sacred hymn, which cel- 
ebrates the glory of the Trinity, is susceptible of very nice, but 
material, inflexions ; and the fubstance of an orthodox, or an 
heretical creed, may be exprefised by the difflerenceof a disjunct- 
ive or a copulative particle. Alternate responses, and a more 
regular psalmody, were introduced into the public service by 
Flavianus and Diodorus, two devout and active laymen, who 
were attached to the Nicene faith. Under their conduct, a 
swarm of monks issued from the adjacent desert, bands of well- 
disciplined singers were stationed in the cathedral of Antioch, 
the Glory to the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost, 
was triumphantly chanted by a full chorus of voices ; and the 
Catholics insulted, by the purity of their doctrine, the Arian 
prelate, who had usurped the throne of the venerable Eus- 
tathius.'^ 

Pages 76, 77. 

In the view which I have given of the Gnostic opinions con- 
cerning Christ, I have been confirmed by a very clear descrij)- 
tion of them in Principal Hill's Lectures on Divinity, vol. ii. 
pp. 249, 250. 

Pages 89—96. 

Mr, Gibbon was fully aware of the connexion of Platonism 
with the interpretation of Scripture in the second and succeed- 
ing centuries. What was his ultimate and sinoere opinion con- 
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Ebrata. 

Page 35, line 30 for fnf read fxsv : line 31 for fta read 5ut ; for if t read ittc 

for lj^;ttxu read ifi^x^ • 1^^^® ^2 for tvtiv^oXB^ read iyf ev|o|i»£^ 

line 33 for ^ac read xac. 
Page 39 for ftpoaxwoviJt'Bvov read 7tpotfxvrov/i£voi/. 
Page 45 line 6 for ou^pUTtf tot; read di/^p<d7t£ioc(. 
Page 49 line 28 for voiovac read voovav. 
Page 51 line 22 for Avrttc read AvTtcc ; line 31 aHortiTt'tovacv read artoftiH^ 

tovaw. 
Page 59 line 29 for dxov read oXwv. 
Page 61 line 34 for -fat read fatj. 

Page 66 line 33 'toxprj'tsov read ifoXfMj'fsov : line 85 for.tij read wj 
Page 67 line 21 for j3a5tf tfe read /Sadtffif « i line 22 for ewaxo^af e read ew 
e(xa^u4^t'£ : line 25, for xao read xac. 

The following erratum in the author's edition was not noticed until tO€^ 

late for correction. 
Page 55 for " Flavianos bishop of Antioch'' read Flavianua of Antiocb.^' 



^ 



y 



'-'^ 1 ^csa 




yLEX RTNDINO 



